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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Problem 
Power, a concept of multidlsciplinary interest, has been 
used to explain a number of aspects of social, governmental, 
and organizational interaction and has been considered to be 
important in understanding interpersonal dynamics in all 
types of relationships (McDonald, 1980; Olson & Cromwell, 
1975; Scanzoni, 1979). More specifically, Sprey (1979) 
stated that power is a key concept in the analysis of marital 
and family processes. Even though power is one of the most 
frequently studied concepts within the field of family 
science, the literature suggests that it remains one of the 
most complex and elusive concepts to describe and understand. 
In addition, concern has been expressed with regard to 
conceptual and methodological weaknesses in previous studies 
; 
of power (Rollins & Bahr, 1976; Safilios-Rothschilh, 1970). 
Acknowledging the conceptual and methodological concerns 
of empiricists, this study is in response to the stated 
importance of "power" in interpersonal dynamics (specifically 
the marital relationship), as set out by family scientists. 
The purpose of this dissertation is to study the concept of 
power as generally defined by the field of family science. 
Decade reviews of the family science literature on power 
generally support the existence of three power domains as 
2 
identified by Cromwell and Olson in 1975 (McDonald, 1980; 
Scanzoni, 1979). Cromwell and Olson (1975) were among the 
first to conceptualize power as'multidimensional by 
identifying three distinct domains: (1) power bases (e.g., 
economic, normative, affective, personal, and cognitive 
resources), (2) power processes (interactional techniques for 
gaining control in negotiation or decision-making processes), 
and (3) power outcomes (final decision or control). 
An underlying concern of this study is a discrepancy 
between two closely related fields, family research and 
family therapy, with regard to the concept of power. 
Although the family science literature over the past several 
decades contains numerous descriptive and empirical studies 
of power (McDonald, 1980; Safilios-Rothschild, 1970; 
Scanzoni, 1979; Sprey, 1979), the family therapy literature 
less frequently refers to "power." Handbooks on marital and 
family therapy rarely, if at all, reference the word, power, 
or such related concepts as influence and control (Aponte & 
Van Deusen, 1981; Boszormenyi-Nagy & Ulrich, 1981; Sager, 
1981). Although marital and family therapists seem to 
consider power an important aspect of family functioning, 
they often refer to related terms such as competence, 
influence, control, dominance, and autonomy, as well as 
systemic or structural terms such as individuation, 
3 
differentiation, emotional fusion, boundaries, coalitions, 
alliances, power alignments, and.hierarchies (Aponte & Van 
Deusen, 1981; Boszormenyi-Nagy & Ulrich, 1981; Bowen, 1978; 
Haley, 1976; Lewis, Beavers, Gossett, & Phillips, 1976; 
Madanes, 1981; Minuchin, 1974). 
This apparent discrepancy exists between researchers and 
therapists even though both disciplines focus on the same 
basic unit of analysis, the family (although the focus may be 
on a subsystem rather than the total family system, e.g., the 
marital, sibling, or individual subsystem)Several 
possible explanations for this difference are proposed. An 
obvious explanation seems to be that there is a basic 
difference between family researchers and therapists with 
regard to the importance prescribed to power in family 
dynamics. It is also possible that the concept of power is 
so complex or abstract that both fields are viewing different 
aspects of the same phenomenon. Yet another possibility is 
that both fields are viewing the same phenomenon using 
different concepts or different theoretical lenses. 
^Acknowledging that many individuals within the field 
consider themselves both empirical researchers and family 
therapists, for purposes of this dissertation they are 
classified as either researchers or therapists mainly based 
upon the specific area in which the majority of the 
literature cited in this study appears (family research or 
family therapy). Greater distinction in classification is 
beyond the scope of this study. 
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Due to the acknowledged complexity, multidimensionality, 
and elusiveness of the concept of power, this study assumes 
that the last two possibilities more closely explain the 
apparent divergence between these two related fields around 
the concept of power in marital and family relationships and 
that the basic phenomenon holds similar relevance to both 
fields. An underlying intent of this study is to better 
understand or clarify this discrepancy. 
This study examines the concept of power in terms of the 
three power domains defined by researchers and, based on the 
reported divergence between family researchers and 
therapists, uses related concepts and theories from both 
disciplines in the process of analysis. It is hoped that, as 
a result of this process, a link will emerge between these 
two fields with regard to the concept of power. The attempt 
to bridge these related disciplines is facilitated by the use 
of data collected from a sample of "healthy families" (Cole, 
1980) in which families were initially identified using 
concepts and theories from the field of family therapy (Lewis 
et al., 1976). The unit of analysis is the couple in an 
intact marital relationship, using husband's and wife's 
perceptions of self and spouse in the relationship. 
5 
Power is examined by testing aspects of each of the 
power domains in relation to the other domains. Power 
processes and power outcomes are the major foci of two 
separate tests, with power resources being treated as 
independent variables in both tests. Although these domains 
have been widely studied, particularly the domain of power 
outcomes, they have often been studied in relation to other 
variables, such as marital quality, marital stability, 
marital style (traditional, egalitarian, etc.), and cultural 
norms (McDonald, 1980; Spanier & Lewis, 1980). 
The overall goal of this study is to improve the 
understanding of marital power and, in the process, advance 
theory and the conceptualization of power in the two family-
focused fields of family research and family therapy. It is 
intended that both fields will be moved closer, as well as 
forward, as a result of this study of "power." 
Background 
Eamily research field 
Concerned with conceptual clarification, Rollins and 
Bahr (1976) developed a theory thought to clarify some of the 
conceptual ambiguities. A crucial element in their 
clarification was the consideration of power as a 
6 
characteristic of social interaction between two or more 
persons, rather than as an attribute of an individual. 
Researchers in the field of family sociology have 
generally considered power to be a social phenomenon and have 
identified family power as a property of the family system 
(Cromwell & Olson, 1975). Likewise, numerous studies in the 
field of family science have viewed marital power in terms of 
the power of one spouse relative to the power of the other 
spouse (Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Centers, Raven, & Rodrigues, 
1971; Olson, 1969; Olson & Rabunsky, 1972; Turk & Bell 1972) . 
Rollins and Bahr (1976) defined marital power as the relative 
potential of one spouse to influence the behavior of the 
other spouse when a conflict of goals exists between them. 
Although some theorists have studied power processes and 
power outcomes in terms of the relative power of both 
spouses, others have considered the interactional, or 
relational, aspects of power. These studies have attempted 
to study marital power in terms of the relationship, although 
mainly within the domains of power processes and power 
outcomes. 
There is considerable support in the research literature 
for defining power as a social phenomenon, or as a property 
of the family or marital system (interactional-type 
definitions). Yet with the stated support for consideration 
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of the nature of family or marital power as a social or 
interactional phenomenon, power resources have mainly been 
described and conceptualized as an individual-specific 
resource (the sole property of the individual possessing the 
resource). 
With the exception of this discrepancy with regard to 
the social or interactional definition of power, there seems 
to be overall agreement among scientists that the general 
nature of power is the potential or actual modification of 
one person's behavior by another (Rollins & Bahr, 1976). 
Each of the three power domains can be described in terms of 
actual or potential power (McDonald, 1980). 
Family therapy field 
Guerney (1985) reported on the outcome of a group of 
renowned family therapy practitioners and researchers who 
collectively attempted to delineate the most important 
variables in family therapy. Four broad categories of 
variables were identified. The first category consists of 
transactional variables, which include resources from the 
larger community. Category number two consists of contextual 
variables, which include special family characteristics, such 
as internal family problems, family life cycle stage, etc. 
The third category includes interactional (interpersonal) 
variables considered to be the property of a dyad or group. 
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such as communication, power mechanisms, problem resolution 
and decision-making skills, cohesion and engagement, rules 
and roles, values and goals, and family dynamics. The fourth 
category consists of intra-actional (intra-personal) 
variables, thought to be residing within an individual, such 
as communication skills, motivation, decision-making skills, 
conflict resolution skills, love and caring, health, and 
certain personal traits (e.g., dominance, submission, ego 
strength, etc.). 
Acknowledgment of the importance of the concept of power 
by this group of leaders in the family therapy field is 
evident in that aspects and dimensions of power are imbedded 
in all four of the categories. This is one of few 
affirmations in the family therapy literature of not only the 
importance of power, but also the multidimensionality of this 
phenomenon. . 
According to Guerney (1985), the group was surprised to 
find little divergence between the family therapy researchers 
and practitioners in the variables of interest. The main 
difference centered around a difference in purpose; e.g., 
researchers were interested in family socioeconomic status 
for research purposes and therapists were interested in 
family socioeconomic status for assisting families in 
problem-solving. 
# 
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Barnhill (1979) developed a model, based on theoretical 
contributions by leaders in the field of family therapy, of a 
healthy family system. Integrating concepts and theories 
from literary contributions of renowned therapists, eight 
basic dimensions of family mental health and pathology were 
isolated; (1) individuation versus enmeshment, (2) mutuality 
versus isolation, (3) flexibility versus rigidity, (4) 
stability versus disorganization, (5) clear versus unclear or 
distorted perception, (6) clear versus unclear or distorted 
communication, (7) role reciprocity versus unclear roles or 
role conflict, and (8) clear versus diffuse or breached 
generational boundaries. He suggested that all eight 
dimensions are interrelated and can be integrated into an 
interlocking, mutually causal system, creating a healthy 
family cycle.2 
Numerous aspects or dimensions of power were integrated 
and weaved throughout Barnhill's (1979) eight dimensions of 
family functioning. This is in agreement with Guerney's 
(1985) report with regard to the relevance of power to 
leading family therapists. Although both Barnhill (1979) and 
Guerney (1985) referred to major theoretical 
conceptualizations coming from leaders within the family 
^Barnhill used the term "healthy" in agreement with 
Ackerman's (1961) contention that it clearly specifies 
something beyond "normal" or "non-pathological." 
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therapy field, there was an obvious difference in their 
reports. Aspects of power were integrated into the majority 
of the categorical dimensions set out in both articles, 
however, different concepts and terminology were used. This, 
in itself, speaks to not only the importance but also to the 
multidimensionality of the concept of power within the field 
of family therapy. Adding to this complexity, both 
individuals tended to use concepts generally associated with 
a structural approach to family therapy. 
Structural family therapists view the family system in 
terms of its overall structure, including such aspects as 
composition, organization, hierarchy, roles, etc, using terms 
such as boundaries, individuation, control, adaptability, 
stability, etc. (Aponte & Van Deusen, 1981; Minuchin, 
Montalvo, Guerney, Rosman, & Schumer, 1967). Again, aspects 
of the power dimension are evident, relevant to both personal 
and interpersonal functioning. Personal power is reflected 
by concepts such as individuation and boundaries with respect 
to the ability and freedom to control one's own life without 
interference from outside and the ability to allow others the 
freedom of controlling their own lives. Structuralists tend 
to view interpersonal power (e.g., marital power) in terms of 
the balance of power. Resources contributing to power within 
the family system are often viewed as residing outside the 
11 
individual/ marital, or family system. [Guerney's (1985) 
category of transactional variables included resources from 
the larger community.] 
By using concepts similar to those used by structural 
therapists, Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell (1979) created a 
circumplex model for assessing the level of family 
functioning on two dimensions: cohesion and adaptability. 
The cohesion scale includes the following; (1) independence, 
(2) emotional bonding, (3) boundaries, (4) coalitions, (5) 
time, (6) space, (7) friends, (8) decision-making, and (9) 
interests and recreation. The adaptability scale is 
comprised as follows: (1) assertiveness, (2) control, (3) 
discipline, (4) negotiation, (5) roles, and (6) rules. 
Aspects of power fall within both scales. 
Another recognized model for viewing the level of family 
functioning incorporates many of the same, or similar 
concepts. In a study of healthy families [model for Cole's 
(1980) study]. Beavers (1977) identified eight variables that 
clearly differentiate families based on level of functioning 
ranging from disturbed to optimal. These dimensions are as 
follows: (1) systems (reflecting the nonlinearity of 
interpersonal interactions, including influence and control), 
(2) boundaries (emphasizing separateness of individuation as 
well as closeness), (3) context (including clarity of roles 
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and expectations), (4) power (referring to influence, 
dominance and submission, conflict), (5) autonomy (relating 
to clarity of individual boundaries), (6) affect (including 
expression of feelings), (7) negotiation and task efficiency 
(referring to consensus and compromise), (8) transcendence 
(reflecting shared values). Five of these dimensions 
(numbers 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7) relate to aspects of power, 
clearly pointing to the importance of power to a family's 
level of health with respect to overall functioning. 
Study of Healthy Families 
The relationships between the power domains, identified 
by scientists in the field of family sociology, are tested on 
a sample of "healthy" families, identified using concepts and 
theories from the field of family therapy. The data used in 
these tests were originally collected by Cole (1980) in 
conjunction with a study modeled after the Timberlawn Healthy 
Family Project (Lewis et al., 1976). 
According to Lewis (1979), healthy family functioning is 
not the result of a single factor, "no single thread" (p. 86) 
but rather a number of factors combined. These factors 
include the following: (1) the nature of the parents' 
relationship, (2) the way the family deals with power, 
(3) the amount and type of family closeness, (4) the way the 
family talks together, (5) the way the family solves 
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problems, (6) the way the family deals with feelings, (7) the 
ability of the family to accept and deal with change and 
loss, (8) the values of the family, and (9) the family's 
capacity for intimacy and autonomy. Healthy families are 
"families which promote continued growth of the parents and 
produce healthy children" (Lewis, 1979, p xi). 
Previous studies of the power domains have basically 
been conducted on clinical (presumed "unhealthy") or normal 
population samples. This study uses data collected from a 
sample of "healthy" families that included an adolescent 
present in the home. (This latter specification adds a life 
stage dimension to this study in that this places the couples 
approximately in their middle years.) 
In spite of the acknowledged importance of healthy 
family functioning, family researchers have mainly studied 
dysfunctional families and extrapolated to presumably healthy 
patterns (Humphrey, 1983). The tendency has been to define 
the healthy family negatively, by the absence of, rather than 
the presence of, something. The study of healthy families is 
an area that has been grossly neglected by psychiatric 
theorists and practitioners alike (Lewis et al., 1976), as 
well as family researchers (Humphrey, 1983). 
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CHAPTER II. CONCEPTUALIZATION OF POWER BASES 
Power bases, as defined by leading researchers and set 
out in decade reviews of the literature include economic, 
normative, affective, personal, and cognitive resources, as 
well as French and Raven's (1959) six bases of social power. 
These bases are as follows: (1) legitimate power or 
authority (based on the normatively prescribed right to 
change another's behavior), (2) referent power (based on 
another's identification or attractiveness to the other), (3) 
expert power (based on the perception of one actor that 
another has superior knowledge in a general area), (4) 
informational power (based on an individual's ability to use 
explanations and other persuasive communication to modify 
behavior of the other), (5) reward power (based on the 
ability to provide rewards for desired behavioral change), 
and (6) coercive power (based on the perception of an actor 
that another actor will administer punishment if desired 
behavioral change does not occur) (Cromwell & Olson, 1975; 
McDonald, 1980; Scanzoni, 1979). 
Safilios-Rothschild (1976) suggested that any asset or 
characteristic brought to the marriage that has the potential 
for assisting either spouse in meeting needs or attaining 
goals should be considered a resource. Foa (1971) identified 
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six basic resources exchanged within the family: love, 
status, money, information, goods, and services. Each was 
found to be more often exchanged for the same or more similar 
resources than for others, e.g., love for love, love for 
status, etc. 
This study views power bases in terms of tangible and 
intangible resources of both spouses within the marital 
relationship. Both tangible and intangible resources used in 
the study were selected based on support found in the family 
research literature. According to Scanzoni and Szinovacz 
(1980), self-esteem is one of spouses' most important 
resources with regard to power in the marital relationship. 
Other researchers have considered love to be the main 
resource in marital relationships (Foa, 1971; Foa & Foa, 
1974; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976). Two separate dimensions of 
love (giving and receiving) have been identified (Steck, 
Levitan, McLane, & Kelley, 1982). Accordingly, intangible 
resources used in this study are self-esteem, love (giving), 
and love (receiving). 
Tangible resources, specifically socioeconomic 
variables, have generally been considered important and have 
frequently been used by family researchers in tests of 
marital power (Galligan & Bahr, 1978; Scanzoni, 1970; 
Scanzoni & Scinovacz, 1980). The tangible resources most 
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often used in previous empirical studies of power include 
education and income (McDonald, 1980; Olson & Cromwell, 
1975). In keeping with the use of these two variables in 
previous tests of power, education and income are used as 
"tangible resources in this study. 
In accordance with the findings of Cromwell and Olson 
(1975), this study considers resources to be the property of 
the marital system. According to Waller and Hill (1951), 
much of the bonding that develops between spouses is the 
result of this mutual meeting of needs. Douvan (1977) looked 
at the formation of this mutual bond in terms of resources 
invested in interaction and the accumulation of such 
investments: Likewise, this study treats certain resources 
as resources for both spouses (e.g., husband's and wife's 
education and income and, to some extent, love, in terms of 
the giving and receiving dimensions). 
Resources included in this study are as follows: 
intangible resources - (1) self-esteem, (2) love (giving), 
(3) love (receiving); tangible resources - (4) education of 
self, (5) education of spouse, (6) income of self, and (7) 
income of spouse. In accordance with Safilios-Rothschild's 
(1976) definition of a resource, it is assumed that all of 
these resources have the potential for assisting either or 
both spouses in fulfilling needs or attaining goals. 
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Resources are treated as independent variables in both the 
test of power processes and the test of power outcomes. See 
Figure 1 which shows the step-by-step move from the 
theoretical description of power bases to the empirical 
description of the seven resources used in the two tests. 
Intangible Resources 
Self-esteem 
According to Safilios-Rothschild (1976), intangible 
resources are as important as tangible resources in 
interpersonal relationships. Self-esteem, or a general 
positive value or attitude toward self, is considered an 
intangible resource in the marital relationship; this value 
is determined by the respective individuals. 
Both love and esteem are among Maslow's (1968) five 
categories of human needs, or values, considered as steps 
along the path to self-actualization. These categories are: 
(1) physiological, (2) safety and security, (3) belongingness 
and love, (4) esteem, and (5) self-actualization. Self-
esteem also has been linked to level of maturation by Bowen 
(1978), who stressed the importance of individuation and 
differentiation (separateness or solidness of the individual) 
to the overall level of individual functioning. For purposes 
of this study, self-esteem is considered to be, at least to 
18 
Self 
Spouse 
Love Income 
Affective Personal 
Tangible 
Education 
Intangible 
Self-esteem 
Socioeconomic 
POWER RESOURCES 
Spouse 
Self 
Receiving 
Giving 
Figure 1. Conceptual model of move from theoretical to empirical 
description of power bases 
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some degree, a general measure of personal value or regard, 
individuation or differentiation, and individual boundaries. 
Love (giving and receiving) 
Love, identified by Safilios-Rothschild (1976) as the 
primary resource in dyadic relationships such as marriage, 
was defined as affectionate regard, warmth, or comfort. This 
study defines love in terms of three dimensions: affect, 
expressiveness, and companionship. According to Foa and Foa 
(1974), love is high on the particularistic dimension in that 
it matters a great deal who provides the love since its 
reinforcing effectiveness is tied to the stimulus. They 
further suggested that love is the only resource presumably 
exchanged between all spouses. 
According to Jones (1972), love has two intricately 
related foci: love for self, which includes personal 
satisfaction, fulfillment, and security, and love for other, 
which includes the other individual's satisfaction, 
fulfillment, and security. Love for self helps the 
individual to develop self-knowledge, confidence, and 
strength and enables the person to build a relationship with 
others; love for other enables the individual to grow in 
self-awareness and self-love. 
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Both the emerging value and the expression of love 
emcompass elements of giving and receiving. It is believed 
that the desire or need to give and share one's self with the 
object of one's love (one's spouse) is inherent in the 
marital love relationship, as is the desire or need to 
receive and share the other's being (Burgess & Wallin, 1953; 
Davitz, 1969; Jones, 1972; Maslow, 1968; Steck et al., 1982). 
Love is, therefore, considered a resource in this study and 
viewed in terms of both giving (degree to which the 
individual perceives he or she meets spouse's love needs) and 
receiving (degree to which the individual perceives spouse 
meets his or her love needs). 
Tangible Resources 
In conjunction with tangible resources, Scanzoni (1970) 
stated that socioeconomic variables have a powerful influence 
in family life. Support for this contention was found by 
Galligan and Bahr (1978) in a study of the effect of 
socioeconomic factors on the divorce rate. They suggested 
that socioeconomic status can be measured by education, 
occupation, income, or a combination of these variables, 
without significantly changing its negative effect with 
regard to divorce rate. This study uses both education and 
income as measures of socioeconomic status (tangible 
resources). 
# 
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Education (self anû spoused 
Although socioeconomic status can be measured by a 
number of variables, Galligan and Bahr (1978) found education 
to be one of the best indicators. Due to the fact that 
education is used as a measure of socioeconomic status in 
many social research studies, it is assumed that education is 
at least to some degree an indicator of status, as well as an 
indicator of intellectual functioning (e.g., increased 
knowledge or information). Both information and status are 
among the six resources set out by Foa (1971) as important to 
interpersonal functioning, particularly in the marital 
relationship. 
Income (self and spoused 
Income of self and spouse is considered in this study 
to be to some extent a measure of status and prestige and is 
considered an important resource because of its inclusion in 
previous research on power resources, as well as its general 
usage as a socioeconomic status variable in social research. 
There is a notable difference between incomes reported by 
husbands and wives in this sample [husbands' range = 0 to 
$75,000 (approximately 12.1 percent reporting 0); wives' 
range = 0 to $25,000 (approximately 17.2 percent reporting 0, 
and 37.9 percent reporting $5,000 or less)]. 
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CHAPTER III. CONCEPTUALIZATION OF POWER PROCESSES 
Power processes have generally been defined as the 
interactional techniques used in attempts to gain control in 
the negotiation or decision-making process (Cromwell & Olson, 
1975; McDonald, 1980; Scanzoni, 1979). These techniques 
include control attempts, assertiveness, negotiation, 
persuasion, and influence. 
The literature suggests that little systematic work has 
been done on the domain of family power processes. 
Considerable controversy exists with respect to inherent 
problems in measuring process variables, including the 
validity and reliability of measurements used in previous 
studies (Berardo, 1980; McDonald, 1980; Scanzoni, 1979). 
While recognizing this problem, the purpose of. this study is 
to view power similarly to the way it has previously been 
viewed by the research field (given the limitations of the 
existing data set being used). 
In an attempt to develop a theoretical framework that 
takes into account the process of change or movement with 
respect to families, Scanzoni and Szinovacz (1980) set out a 
developmental sex role model of family decision-making. This 
model is based on the changing effects of sex roles on family 
decision-making, and the changing nature of decision-making 
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over time. Ideas from symbolic interaction, social exchange, 
and social conflict theories were incorporated in an attempt 
to understand family dynamics in relation to the changing 
environment (taking into account the family's, or couple's, 
changing needs at various stages throughout the life cycle). 
According to this model, sex roles (e.g., traditional vs. 
egalitarian) along with other elements, particularly tangible 
resources and self-esteem, influence both power and outcome. 
(An outcome is the negotiating parties evaluation of the 
present status of their discussions, negotiations, or 
arrangements with regard to a particular matter.) The 
authors believed that when couples are sex-role egalitarian 
and resources (tangible and intangible) are comparable, the 
likelihood of symmetrical power and satisfactory outcomes is 
enhanced. 
Based on this developmental sex role model, power has 
two important facets: changes and importance. Rather than 
restricting the definition of power to the frequently used 
static definitions, such as context factors or outcomes, this 
model includes a definition that takes into account process 
or movement. Scanzoni and Szinovacz (1980) included a 
bargaining dimension of power, which refers to the ability of 
one person to produce movement or re-evaluation or change of 
behavior on the part of the other. They suggested that power 
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is present in a negotiating or bargaining situation when one 
person moves or shifts another person from the initial 
position toward the position intended because the first 
person has caused the other to move. 
Although these authors considered power to be the 
capability of making or causing changes, they also considered 
power to include the simultaneous capability of resisting 
changes desired by the other person. In addition, their 
model takes into account the relative number of changes made 
by each person. 
The importance facet in this model of power takes into 
account both the importance of the matter or issue to the 
person as well as the relative importance, considering both 
parties in the negotiation process. The authors' belief was 
that the importance of the matter is a gauge to how hard one 
person pushes and also how hard the other pushes the opposite 
way or resists. 
Yet another dimension built into the developmental sex 
role model is the idea of spheres of power, which considers 
power as situation-specific. The model focuses on the 
particular matter in question and then takes into account the 
degree of power symmetry in each of the matters. Clearly in 
many households, certain spheres of influence are understood 
implicitly to belong to one spouse or the other and that 
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individual has more power in that sphere. This model, 
therefore, focuses on the particular issue or sphere. 
This developmental sex role model is used in the test of 
power processes. While the available data does not allow the 
inclusion of the importance facet, the change facet is 
included in this test. According to Scanzoni and Szinovacz 
(1980), the evaluation or perception of the involved parties 
is important in understanding power processes or outcomes. 
They suggested that power processes and outcomes are somewhat 
synonymous when power is viewed as situation-specific, time-
specific, and couple-specific; outcomes become part of 
continuing negotiations. 
For purposes of this study, power processes are measured 
by style of influence attempts. Two styles of influence are 
included; (1) verbal (describing feelings, reasoning, and 
stating advantages of agreeing) and (2) behavioral (showing 
feelings without discussion, giving "silent" treatment, and 
giving neutral response and withdrawing physically). The 
verbal style is based on the lack of emotional reaction or 
display in response to spouse's behavior. The behavioral 
style is based on the expressed emotional reaction or 
response to partner's behavior. 
# 
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style of influence is viewed in two contexts: (1) 
disagreement and (2) agreement. The context of disagreement 
is the situation where the intent is to change spouse. The 
context of agreement is the situation where the intent is to 
reinforce spouse. The context of disagreement where the 
intent is to change spouse is more consistent with the basic 
definition of power in the research field. The context of 
agreement where the intent is to reinforce spouse is more 
consistent with conceptualization in the therapy field. [See 
Figure 2 which illustrates the movement from a theoretical 
description of power processes to an empirical description of 
measures of the two styles of influence (verbal and 
behavioral).] 
Hypotheses 
This first test of power looks at the effect of power 
bases (defined as tangible and intangible resources of each 
spouse within the marital relationship) on power processes 
(style of influence attempted, verbal or behavioral, in two 
contexts: attempt to change and attempt to reinforce). 
It is predicted that a positive relationship exists 
between the amount of verbal style of influence attempts by 
both husband and wife in both contexts (attempt to change 
spouse and attempt to reinforce spouse) and that individual's 
resources in the marital relationship (self-esteem, love 
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Figure 2. Conceptual model of move from theoretical to empirical 
description of power processes 
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giving, love receiving, education of self, education of 
spouse, income of self, and income of spouse). It is further 
predicted that a negative relationship exists between the 
amount of behavioral style of influence attempts by both 
husband and wife in both contexts (attempt to change spouse 
and attempt to reinforce spouse) and that individual's 
resources (self-esteem, love giving, love receiving, eduction 
of self, education of spouse, income of self, and income of 
spouse). 
All hypotheses include both husbands' and wives' 
perceptions of their own and their spouses' styles of 
influence. In each instance the reporter's perception of 
style of influence is tested with his or her own report of 
resources (with the exception of spouse's education and 
income, which were reported by spouse). For sake of clarity, 
two groups of skeletal hypotheses are set out below, preceded 
by descriptions of the different person perceptions and 
contexts that apply to the hypotheses. All hypotheses 
include both husband's and wife's perception of his or her 
own and spouse's style of influence in each of two contexts— 
attempt to change and attempt to reinforce. (See Figures 3, 
4, 5, and 6 for models used to test power processes.) 
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Verbal stvle af influence 
1. The higher the individual's self-esteem, the more 
time spent (by self/by spouse) attempting verbal style of 
influence (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
2. The greater the degree to which the individual meets 
spouse's love needs, the more time spent (by self/by spouse) 
attempting verbal style of influence (attempt to 
change/attempt to reinforce). 
3. The greater the degree to which the individual's 
love needs are met by spouse, the more time spent (by self/by 
spouse) attempting verbal style of influence (attempt to 
change/attempt to reinforce). 
4. The higher the individual's education, the more time 
spent (by self/by spouse) attempting verbal style of 
influence (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
5. The higher the spouse's education, the more time 
spent (by self/by spouse) attempting verbal style of 
influence (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
6. The higher the individual's income, the more time 
spent (by self/by spouse) attempting verbal style of 
influence (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
7. The higher the spouse's income, the more time spent 
(by self/by spouse) attempting verbal style of influence 
(attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
wife's perception of her 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to change spouse 
Husband's perception of spouse's 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to change him 
Husband's perception of his 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to change spouse 
Wife's perception of spouse's 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to change her 
Education (spouse) 
Education (self) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Self-esteem 
Income (spouse) 
Income (self) 
Figure 3. Conceptual model of the effect of power resources on verbal 
style of influence in the context of disagreement 
Husband's perception of his 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to reinforce spouse 
Wife's perception of her 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to reinforce spouse 
Husband's perception of spouse's 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to reinforce him 
Wife's perception of spouse's 
verbal style of influence 
attempts to reinforce her 
Education (self) 
Education (spouse) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
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Figure 4. Conceptual model of the effect of power resources on verbal 
style of influence in the context of agreement 
Husband's perception of his 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to change spouse 
Wife's perception of her 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to change spouse 
Wife's perception of spouse's 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to change her 
Husband's perception of spouse's 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to change him 
Education (self) 
Love (receiving) 
Education (spouse) 
Income (self) 
Love (giving) 
Income (spouse) 
Self-esteem 
Figure 5. Conceptual model of the effect of power resources on 
behavioral style of influence in the context of disagreement 
Wife's perception of her 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to reinforce spouse 
Husband's perception of his 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to reinforce spouse 
Husband's perception of spouse's 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to reinforce him 
Wife's perception of spouse's 
behavioral style of influence 
attempts to reinforce her 
Education (spouse) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Education (self) 
Income (self) 
Income (spouse) 
Self-esteem 
Figure 6. Conceptual model of the effect of power resources on 
behavioral style of influence in the context of agreement 
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Behavioral stvle af Influence 
8. The lower the individual's self-esteem, the more 
time spent (by self/by spouse) attempting behavioral style of 
influence (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
9. The lesser the degree to which the individual meets 
spouse's love needs, the more time spent (by self/by spouse) 
attempting behavioral style of influence (attempt to 
change/attempt to reinforce). 
10. The lesser the degree to which the individual's love 
needs are met by spouse, the more time spent (by self/by 
spouse) attempting behavioral style of influence (attempt to 
change/attempt to reinforce). 
11. The lower the individual's education, the more time 
spent (by self/by spouse) attempting behavioral style of 
influence (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
12. The lower spouse's education, the more time spent 
(by self/by spouse) attempting behavioral style of influence 
(attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
13. The lower the husband's income, the more time spent 
(by self/by spouse) attempting behavioral style of influence 
(attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
14. The lower spouse's income, the more time spent (by 
self/by spouse) attempting behavioral style of influence 
(attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
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CHAPTER IV. CONCEPTUALIZATION OF POWER OUTCOMES 
According to Cromwell and Olson (1975), more research 
has focused on the domain of family power outcomes than on 
the domains of power bases and power processes combined. 
Researchers have generallly defined power outcomes as final 
decisions/ as well as the results of power or influence 
attempts. More recent literature suggests that Blood and 
Wolfe's (1960) final-decision measure (self-reports of which 
spouse has the final-say in a variety of marital issues) is 
the most widely used instrument in measuring marital power 
(Allen, 1984/ Cooney, Rogler, Hurrell, & Ortiz, 1982). 
Cromwell and Olson (1975) suggested that most studies have 
focused on decision-making on a number of issues, using 
wives' retrospective report on outcomes and decisions 
(husbands seldom interviewed). 
Some researchers have suggested that the final-say 
decision measure should be abandoned (based on low levels of 
interrelationship between the final-say measure and other 
measures of marital power); others have gone so far as to 
even suggest abandoning the very concept of power (Sprey, 
1974; Turk, 1974). Allen (1984), however, warned that this 
action may be premature due to findings pointing to previous 
problems with analytical procedures and computations. He 
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found that external criterion variables must be used if the 
meaning of interrelationship among measures is to be 
correctly interpreted. 
Power processes have most often been studied in terms of 
exchange or resource theory. Exchange theorists suggest that 
most interpersonal encounters involve an exchange of 
resources (Foa, 1971, Foa & Foa 1980). More specifically, 
resource theory predicts that the greater the absolute and 
relative level of resources possessed by spouses, the greater 
their respective power (Allen, 1984, Blood & Wolfe, 1960; 
Rodman, 1972). Likewise, the power of a spouse is directly 
dependent upon the extent to which that individual makes 
anything available which helps the other spouse fulfill his 
or her needs or attain goals. Therefore, resource theory is 
a special application of exchange theory to the domain of 
marital power (Scanzoni, 1979). 
Although a majority of studies of marital and family 
power continue to test the resource theory, Safilios-
Rothschild (1976) set out numerous conceptual limitations. 
Of particular importance to this study is the criticism of 
resource theory for failure to adequately consider the range 
of resources exchanged between spouses (other than the 
traditional status variables such as income, education. 
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occupation, etc.), as well as the dynamics involved in these 
exchanges. 
Although there have been numerous questions with regard 
to relative importance, accuracy of measure, etc., power 
outcome appears to be the most widely studied of the three 
power domains. Acknowledging the existing criticism, power 
outcome is used as a dependent variable in this study since 
the intent of the study is to test aspects of the power 
domains as previously identified by the research field. 
Likewise, resource theory is used in this test due to its 
frequent use in previous studies. 
For purposes of this study, power outcomes are defined 
as the effectiveness of attempts to influence spouse. Five 
areas are included in the measurement of the effectiveness of 
influence: (1) behavior, (2) long-term goals, (3) daily 
decisions, (4) feelings/emotional states, and (5) attitudes 
and opinions. 
The domain of power outcomes is studied by examining the 
relationship between power outcomes and power bases. This is 
done by testing the effect of power resources on the 
effectiveness of influence. (Figure 7 illustrates the move 
from theoretical to empirical definition of power outcomes.) 
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of 
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Figure 7. Conceptual model of move from theoretical to empirical 
description of power outcomes 
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Hypotheses 
It is predicted that a positive relationship exists 
between the perceived effectiveness of influence attempts and 
the individual's resources within the marital relationship 
(self-esteem, love giving, love receiving, education of self, 
education of spouse, income of self, and income of spouse). 
Influence is tested in two contexts. The first context is 
when there is disagreement and the intent is to change 
spouse; the second context is when there is agreement and the 
intent is to reinforce spouse. All hypotheses apply to both 
husband's and wife's perceptions of the degree of 
effectiveness of his or her own and spouse's influence 
attempts in each of two contexts—attempt to change and 
attempt to reinforce. For sake of clarity, skeletal 
hypotheses are presented. The hypotheses are presented 
below. (See Figures 8 and 9 for the models used to test 
power outcomes.) 
Effectiveness influence 
1. The higher the individual's self-esteem, the greater 
the degree of effectiveness of influence attempts (by self/by 
spouse) (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
2. The greater the degree to which the individual meets 
spouse's love needs, the greater the degree of effectiveness 
+ Husband's perception of his 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to change spouse 
Husband's perception of spouse's 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to change him 
Wife's perception of her 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to change spouse 
Education (spouse) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Education (self) 
Income (self) 
Income (spouse) 
Self-esteem 
4- Wife's perception of spouse's 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to change her 
Figure 8. Conceptual model of the effect of power resources on 
effectiveness of influence in the context of disagreement 
Wife's perception of her 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to reinforce spouse 
Husband's perception of spouse's 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to reinforce him 
Husband's perception of his 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to reinforce spouse 
Wife's perception of spouse's 
effectiveness of influence 
attempts to reinforce her 
Education (spouse) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Education (self) 
Income (self) 
Income (spouse) 
Self-esteem 
Figure 9. Conceptual model of the effect of power resources on 
effectiveness of influence in the context of agreement 
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of influence attempts (by self/by spouse) (attempt to 
change/attempt to reinforce). 
3. The greater the degree to which the individual's 
love needs are met by spouse, the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts (by self/by spouse) 
(attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
4. The higher the individual's education, the greater 
the degree of effectiveness of influence attempts (by self/by 
spouse) (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
5. The higher spouse's education, the greater the 
degree of effectiveness of influence attempts (by self/by 
spouse) (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
6. The higher the individual's income, the greater the 
degree of effectiveness of influence attempts (by self/by 
spouse) (attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
7. The higher spouse's income, the greater the degree 
of effectiveness of influence attempts (by self/by spouse) 
(attempt to change/attempt to reinforce). 
Control Variables 
Gender 
There is a considerable amount of literature suggesting 
a difference in the experience of social interaction between 
participants (Bernard, 1972; Henley, 1977). Because social 
43 
power is not independent of the perception of the 
participants in the interaction, marital power can be 
perceived differently by each spouse (Rollins & Bahr, 1976; 
Safilios-Rothschild, 1970; Turk & Bell, 1972) . 
This difference may manifest itself within the marital 
relationship by creating two different experiences of the 
same marriage within the same dyad. Bernard (1972) suggested 
that there are actually two marriages in each marital 
relationship—his and hers. Based on the assumption that 
spouses perceive marital power differently, husbands and 
wives are studied separately. 
Family life cvcle stage 
In addition to the difference between spouses based on 
gender, there appears to be substantial support for the 
important impact on individual and family experiences (actual 
and perceived) relative to family life cycle stage. Applying 
a family life cycle format, which is based on developmental 
theory, to systems theory. Carter and McGoldrick (1980) 
created a three-generational developmental and systemic model 
for viewing the family in its life cycle (including points of 
transitions). This model includes the nuclear family, the 
extended family, and the environment as it looks at the 
imipact of both horizontal stressors (developmental and 
external uncontrollable circumstances, e.g., death, illness. 
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loss of income) and vertical stressors (family myths, 
triangles, coalitions, etc., passed down through 
generations). 
The importance of the family life cycle on family 
experience and level of functioning is evident since elements 
of family development are included in stressors impacting on 
the family from both directions. Horizontal stressors 
include family life cycle stages and transitions as well as 
external variables which are often related to life cycle, 
such as, illness, death, or serious child-related problems 
(e.g., delinquency). Vertical stressors are less directly 
related to life cycle stages, but are intricately woven into 
multigenerational transmission phenomena. 
This developmental model views the family as an 
emotional unit or system (a subsystem of the 
mult igenerat ional system) impacted by external events 
(uncontrollable) and multigenerational transmissions (family 
myths, triangles, etc.) as it strives to successfully move 
forward through its life cycle. Underlying this forward 
movement is the importance of need fulfillment for each 
individual within the family system (Kramer, 1985). 
Carter and McGoldrick set out six life cycle stages for 
the various systems: (1) the unattached young adult, (2) the 
newly married couple, (3) the family with young children, (4) 
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the family with adolescents, (5) launching children and 
moving on, and (6) the family in later life. Each stage 
involves the emotional process associated with a transition 
(Barnhill, 1979) and also requires a second order change in 
family status for the family to proceed developmentally 
(Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1974). 
According to Carter and McGoldrick (1980), the emotional 
process of the transitions (e.g., attitudes) from stage to 
stage involves negotiation of the expansion, contraction, and 
realignment of the relationship system to support the entry, 
exit, and development of family members in a functional 
manner. When the key principles of the transition process 
have been acknowledged, the family can move on to the various 
relationship shifts (second order changes) involved in 
entering and proceeding developmentally through the next 
stage. 
Stages four and five are of particular interest to this 
study since data used for this dissertation were gathered 
from couples with adolescents present in the home. In stage 
four, families are in the process of increasing the 
flexibility of family boundaries to include children's 
independence (alternately letting adolescents go, sheltering 
their retreats, and encompassing the barrage of individuals 
and ideas brought into the family from the outside). In 
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Stage five, families are accepting a number of exits 
(departing children and dying parents) and entries (in-laws 
and grandchildren) around the family system. According to 
Carter and McGoldrick (1980), stage five is the longest phase 
of the family life cycle (fewer children and longer life 
expectancy), demands the greatest flexibility, and requires a 
total renegotiation of the marriage. 
Numerous differences between these two life stages were 
identified by Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, and 
Wilson (1983) with regard to stress factors. Although they 
used a seven-stage model, stages four and five paralleled 
Carter and McGoldrick*s fourth and fifth stages. These 
authors looked at stress items across the family life cycle. 
While some stressors decreased or disappeared between the two 
stages (e.g., managing school-age children, specifically 
young adolescent children), numerous additional stressors 
increased or appeared, such as, experiencing family losses 
(e.g., launching of children, losses of health or parents). 
With the intent of approximating the fourth and fifth 
family life cycle stages of Carter and McGoldrick (1980), the 
sample for this study was divided by years of marriage. 
Researchers have suggested that the utility of the family 
life cycle approach lies in the variables of age, length of 
marriage, and other similar family characteristics (Spanier, 
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Lewis, & Cole, 1975). Nock (1979) found that the 
relationships which exist between numerous family life cycle 
variables and stages in the family life cycle disappeared 
when the effect of length of marriage was removed from the 
equation. He suggested that the applicability and utility of 
family life cycle analysis could be considerably extended by 
recognition of the crucial empirical importance of the length 
of marriage and the simple presence of children. 
Additional support for viewing the family life cycle in 
terms of the number of years married was found in Schram's 
(1979) critique of findings with regard to marital 
satisfaction over the family life cycle. It was suggested 
that changes in the middle and latter life stages may 
actually be a result of successive problem resolution over 
time, as well as the minimization of existing problems due to 
the investment in the marriage which occurs over time. In a 
more recent study. White (1987) found that changes across the 
family life cycle were a matter of length of marriage tied to 
the number of children. Schumm and Bugaighis (1986) 
suggested that in addition to the more traditional variables, 
such as social class or income, time is an important variable 
in studying the marital relationship. 
In the sample used for this study, thé range of years 
married was fairly wide and evenly distributed (range of 7 to 
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35 years; mean of 20.7; standard deviation of 5.2) and all 
couples had an adolescent residing in the home at the time of 
the study. Approximately 51.7 percent had been married 
between 7 and 20 years; approximately 48.3 percent had been 
married between 21 and 35 years. In families where the 
adolescent was the first child, ages ranged from 13 to 21 
years with a mean age of 16.7. In the 34 families where the 
second child was the adolescent, ages ranged from 12 to 18 
years with a mean age of 14.6. In the 7 families where the 
third or last child was the adolescent, ages ranged from 12 
to 16 years with a mean age of 13.3. 
Due to the developmental and systemic approach of Carter 
and McGoldrick (1980), use of the family life cycle stage as 
a control variable introduces concepts and theories embedded 
in a number of family therapy approaches (Bowen, 1978; Haley, 
1973; Minuchin, 1974; Papp, 1977; Satir, 1967; Watzalawick, 
Weakland, & Fisch, 1974). (See Figure 10 for a model of the 
two life conditions included in the tests of both power 
processes and power outcomes.) 
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Male Female 
Gender 
LIFE DESIGNATES 
Launching 
children/ 
moving on 
Family 
life cycle 
stage 
Family 
with 
adolescents 
Figure 10. Conceptual model of life designates for tests of power 
processes and power outcomes 
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CHAPTER V. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Sample 
The data used in this study were collected in 1980 from 
a sample of 58 families located in Iowa (Cole, 1980). The 
initial sample included 70 families identified by school 
teachers, guidance counselors, extension workers, and 
ministers as families with healthy family characteristics. 
These characteristics included the ability to function well 
as a family unit, an absence of school or law violations, and 
no serious physical or emotional problems at the time of the 
study (no identified patient). Additional requirements were 
that families were intact (both parents present) and that an 
adolescent was residing in the home. The criteria for 
healthy families as set out by Lewis (1979) were met in the 
identification of the sample. 
An initial screening process consisted of an interview 
of each family to determine eligibility for the study. 
Following an explanation of the study, the family's consent 
to participate in the study was secured in accordance with 
the guidelines for human subject research at Iowa State 
University. The initial screening interview was followed by 
a second visit to the family's home which consisted of an 
audio taped interview of the entire family for the purpose of 
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identifying interactional variables which characterize 
psychologically healthy functioning (Lewis, 1979). 
The interview tapes were reviewed by a research team to 
determine which families met the prescribed characteristics 
(Cole & Hulbert, 1981). The team's observation of the family 
as well as the taped interaction patterns were included in 
determining the climate of the family (guarded or open 
system) and the strength of the marital system. 
The Beavers-Timberlawn Family Evaluation Scale was used 
to assess the level of the family's functioning. Five scales 
were included in this assessment measure; (1) family 
structure (overt power, parental coalitions, and closeness), 
(2) mythology, (3) goal-directed negotiation, (4) autonomy 
(clarity of expression, responsibility, invasiveness, and 
permeability), and (5) family affect (range of feelings, mood 
and tone, unresolvable conflict, and empathy). 
In the Timberlawn study, this evaluation scale was found 
to discriminate between four types of families—healthy 
families, families containing a neurotic adolescent, families 
containing an adolescent with a behavior disorder, or 
families with a psychotic adolescent (Lewis et al., 1976; 
Lewis, 1979). Based on this evaluation scale, 62 families 
were identified as possessing the required family 
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characteristics and classified as "healthy families." The 
remaining families were eliminated from the study. 
Following the interactional observation interview, each 
family member was requested to complete an extensive battery 
of questionnaires. Families were then given the first of 
three booklets (Booklet A), which included the demographic 
information used in this study to measure resources, e.g., 
number of years married, income, and education, as well as 
the self-esteem scale. Family members were instructed to 
complete the questionnaires independently and in the privacy 
of their home. (This dissertation used only forms completed 
by husbands and wives.) 
A few days after the first booklet had been left with 
the families, research assistants returned to exchange the 
first questionnaire for the second questionnaire (Booklet B), 
also to be completed by each family member. This 
questionnaire contained the questions dealing with influence, 
used as measures of power processes and power outcomes in 
this study. 
Booklet B was picked up several days later and the final 
questionnaire (Booklet C) was left for each family member. 
The third questionnaire, which contains the information used 
to measure the giving and receiving aspects of love (used as 
resource variables in this study), was returned by mail. 
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Four families either failed to return or did not fully 
complete the questionnaires; these families were dropped from 
the sample, leaving a total of 58 participating families. 
The demographic profile of this sample was similar to 
that of the Timberlawn study, comprised of white, middle to 
upper middle-class, Protestant, urban, and biologically 
intact families. The sample for this study contained white, 
basically middle-class, mainly Protestant, and biologically 
intact families. Although the majority of the families lived 
in towns, the size of the Iowa towns was relatively small 
and, thus, the families would be more accurately classified 
as rural-urban. 
Additional demographics included a first marriage for 96 
percent of the couples. The mean number of years married was 
20.7 years, with a range of 7 to 35 years. The age range for 
husbands was 34 to 72 years, and the range for wives was 34 
to 55 years, with an average age of 46 for husbands and 43 
for wives. Ages of the oldest adolescent child in the home 
ranged from 13 to 21 years, with a mean age of 16.7 years. 
Although less than half the families had a second adolescent, 
the average age of this child was 15 years. Fewer than an 
eighth of the families had a third adolescent child; however, 
the average of the third child was 13 years. 
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Operationalization of Concepts 
Power resources 
Self-esteem Self-esteem of husband and wife was 
measured by each spouse's subjective rating on eleven 
attitudinal dimensions. The indicators of self-esteem were 
bipolar adjectives, such as good/bad. The responses were 
measured on a 5-point scale ranging from high to low, with 1 
representing high and 5 representing low. The numbers in the 
scale were recoded so that 1 represents low and 5 represents 
high. This was done for the sake of uniformity and also to 
allow predictions to be presented in a positive direction. 
The self-esteem items, as they appeared in the questionnaire, 
are presented in the appendix section. 
Indicators of self-esteem were mainly derived from the 
Osgood Semantic Differential Scale (Osgood, 1962, 1964), 
incorporating adaptations of Gecas (1971). (See Stidwell, 
1984.) Osgood (1962) developed an evaluation scale revealing 
the attitudinal component of meaning. In a subsequent test, 
Osgood (1964) found that the scale tapped affective judgments 
(connotative meanings) rather than cognitive judgments 
(denotative meanings). 
While self-esteem has been considered by some 
researchers as a unidimensional variable, Gecas (1972) 
suggested that there was a problem in the tendency to trust 
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self-esteem as a general characteristic of the individual. 
In a study of adolescent self-evaluation, Gecas (1971) found 
two prominent factors associated with self-esteem—power and 
worth. 
In addition, Franks and Marolla (1976) presented an 
interactional model of self-esteem by viewing self-esteem as 
a function of two processes: (1) the reflected self-
appraisal of significant others in the individual's immediate 
social environment (associated with feelings of self-worth) 
and (2) the individual's feelings of efficacy and competence 
based on his or her own perception of effectiveness in his or 
her environment (associated with feelings of power and 
competence). According to Gecas and Schwalbe (1986), self-
esteem refers to the evaluation which the individual makes 
and maintains with regard to the self in terms of capability, 
success, significance, worth, etc. 
Acknowledging the importance of defining concepts in 
terms of their dimensionality, the purpose of this 
dissertation is to study the concept of power similarly to 
the way it has previously been studied. Scanzoni and 
Szinovacz (1980), whose developmental sex role model was used 
as the theoretical basis for the test of power processes, 
viewed self-esteem as the individual's overall subjective 
evaluation of his or her own self-worth. Self-esteem is. 
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therefore, measured in this study as a unidimensional concept 
with the acknowledgment that this variable contains various 
factors or components. 
The focus of the self-esteem scale was the individual's 
perception of his or her self based on eleven pairs of 
bipolar descriptive adjectives. These descriptives were 
similar to the twelve bipolar pairs of adjectives used by 
Gecas (1972) in the study of adolescent self-esteem. Spanier 
(1976) supported the use of a few items, rather than many, in 
an attitudinal measurement. 
Frequencies were computed for the individual items and 
the missing data were recoded to the mean, which for all 
items was the same as the mode. Scales were computed by 
adding the respective responses to the eleven items, forming 
two scales, one for husband and one for wife. 
Love (giving and receiving) The degree of love 
fulfillment (giving and receiving dimensions) was measured by 
husband's and wife's subjective response to nine statements 
relating to affect, expressiveness, and companionship. The 
questionnaire contained two rating scales for the nine items, 
one scale for the individual's perception of the degree to 
which spouse meets his or her love needs (receiving), and one 
scale for the individual's perception of the degree to which 
he or she meets spouses love needs (giving). 
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The responses were measured on a 5-polnt scale, ranging 
from low to high, with 1 representing low and 5 representing 
high. Both indicators and method of measurement were similar 
to those used in the Timberlawn study (Lewis et al., 1976). 
A representation of the portion of the questionnaire used to 
measure love giving and love receiving appears in the 
appendix section. (It is noted that potential problems exist 
with regard to the love giving and love receiving variables 
due to the design of the questionnaire which presented and 
measured both giving and receiving dimensions on the same 
page.) 
Frequencies were run for the individual variables. 
Missing data were recoded to the mean, which for all items 
was the same as the mode. Scales were then computed by 
summing the respective responses to the nine items for both 
the giving and receiving dimensions, forming two composite 
variables (scales) for each spouse. 
Education (self and spouse) Education of husband and 
wife was measured by the number of school years completed by 
each spouse. This study considered education of the 
individual and also education of the spouse as resources for 
both husband and wife and as contributing factors to 
responses on the influence items. Scanzoni and Szinovacz's 
(1980) theory suggested that properties of individual spouses 
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become properties of the marital relationship (and of the 
other spouse) through the dynamics resulting from numerous 
interactions over time. 
Both spouses in this sample were highly educated with 
only 3 husbands and 1 wife with less than 12 years of 
schooling. The number of years of schooling in this sample 
ranged from 7 to 23 years for husbands (mean of 15.4 years) 
and from 10 to 20 years for wives (mean of 14.3 years). 
Although the overall sample was highly educated, husbands 
tended to be more highly educated than wives. Husbands 
tended to stop schooling after high school (approximately 21 
percent), to end schooling after four-years of college 
(approximately 33 percent), or to continue advanced education 
(approximately 29 percent). Wives tended to either stop 
schooling after high school (approximately 29 percent), after 
two years of college (approximately 24 percent), or after 
four years of college (approximately 22 percent). 
Income (self and spouse) Income was measured by the 
respective amount reported by each spouse in terms of his or 
her annual income. As with education, income of self and 
income of spouse were considered to be resources within the 
relationship, benefiting both husband and wife, and also 
contributing factors in their response to the influence 
items. 
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As would be expected with the high level of education, 
the overall income of husbands was high. Husbands reported 
income ranging from none (approximately 12 percent) to 
$75,000 (mean of $25,190, standard deviation of $17,295). 
Wives reported income ranging from none (approximately 17 
percent) to $25,000 (mean of $7,207, standard deviation of 
$6,467). Due to the date of the survey (1980), as well as 
the location (small rural/urban Iowa towns) and age of the 
sample (mean age of 43 years for wives and 46 years for 
husbands), it is assumed that a substantial number of wives 
were not employed out of the home. The number of low incomes 
reported by wives could also be due to miscellaneous income 
sources by basically unemployed wives (e.g., babysitting, 
craft sales) . 
Power processes 
Power processes were operationally defined as style of 
influence by using two styles of influence—verbal and 
behavioral. Influence styles were measured by the percentage 
of time spent attempting the style of influence in each of 
two contexts. The first context was when there was 
disagreement and the intent was to change spouse; the second 
context was when there was agreement and the intent was to 
reinforce spouse. Each spouse responded to six statements 
describing styles of influence attempts, which included: (1) 
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describing feelings, (2) reasoning, (3) stating advantages, 
(4) becoming angry or joyful without discussion, (5) giving 
"silent" response (showing feelings without speaking), and 
(6) giving neutral response and physically withdrawing. 
Each of these statements had two rating scales, one 
scale that reflected the condition of basic agreement with 
the intent to reinfore and one scale that reflected the 
condition of disagreement with the intent to change. (Each 
spouse rated all six items on both scales.) For both 
conditions, or contexts, responses were measured on an 11-
point scale, which ranged from 0 to 100 (increments of 10). 
In addition to husband's and wife's response to these six 
items with respect to his or her attempt to influence spouse, 
they also responded to the same six items for both contexts 
with respect to spouse's attempt to influence him or her. A 
representation of the portion of the questionnaire used for 
the style of influence variables is presented in the appendix 
section. 
Scales were computed to reflect two styles of influence 
attempts, a verbal (nonreactive) style and a behavioral 
(reactive) style. The first three items were added to create 
the scale for the verbal influence style; the second three 
items were added to create the scale for the behavioral style 
of influence. Both scales were computed for each of two 
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influence conditions, or contexts (attempt to change and 
attempt to reinforce), as well as for husband's and wife's 
perception of his or her attempt to influence spouse and 
their perception of spouse's attempt to influence (four 
scales for each of two styles of influence for both husband 
and wife for a total of eight scales). 
Power outcomes 
Power outcomes were operationalized as effectiveness of 
influence attempts. Effectiveness of influence was measured 
by husband's and wife's response to five items, with each 
item related to an area of influence as follows; (1) 
behavior, (2) long-term goals, (3) daily decisions, (4) 
feelings/emotional states, and (5) attitudes and opinions. 
There were two conditions for each of these items, the 
condition when there was agreement and the intent was to 
reinforce, and the condition when there was disagreement and 
the intent was to change. The five items for each of the two 
conditions, or contexts, were measured on an 11-point scale, 
ranging from 0 to 100 (increments of 10). 
In addition to husband and wife responding to these 
statements with respect to the degree of effectiveness of his 
or her attempts to influence spouse under both conditions, 
both also responded to these same statements and conditions 
with respect to the degree of effectiveness of spouse's 
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influence attempts. A representation of the portion of the 
questionnaire used for the degree of effectiveness variables 
is presented in the appendix section. 
A scale measuring the effectiveness of influence 
attempts was computed by summing the five items. This 
resulted in four scales for each spouse, a scale for each of 
the two conditions (agreement or disagreement) as well as for 
perception of influence attempts toward spouse and influence 
attempts by spouse. 
Family llfst cycle atasa 
The family life cycle stage variable was computed by 
dividing the sample based on the number of years married as 
reported by husband. The sample was divided approximately in 
half due to the range and evenness of years married (mean of 
20.7 and standard deviation of 5.20). One group consisted of 
husbands who had been married between 7 and 20 years 
(approximately 52 percent) and the other group contained 
husbands who had been married between 21 arid 35 years. (It 
is noted that the division of the sample between 20 and 21 
years of marriage is somewhat arbitrary and not based on 
theory; rather, the division was made at this particular 
point in order to have a more proportionate division based on 
the percentage of distribution.) 
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Reliabilities 
Power bases 
Cronbach's alpha was used to test the internal 
consistency of the composite scales forming the power 
resource variables. Obtained alphas for the self-esteem 
scales were 0.89 for husbands and 0.91 for wives. 
Alphas obtained for the love (giving and receiving) 
scales for both spouses ranged from 0.92 to 0.94, with alphas 
of 0.93 for the two scales for wives. Since obtained alphas 
for all of the resource scales were considerably above 0.70, 
the scales were assumed to be internally consistent and 
reliable.3 
The high alphas obtained for the love (giving and 
receiving) scales and the esteem scales are possibly because 
these variables are qualitative dimensions of a personal 
nature and responses to such dimensions in general tend to be 
high. It is also possible that these results are due to the 
sample being high functioning (healthy) families. (See Table 
1 for the means, standard deviations, and alphas for the 
power resource variables.) 
Spor purposes of this study, the designated level of 
acceptance for the test of reliability is alpha = 0.70. 
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Table 1, Means, standard deviations, and alphas for power base 
variables (n = 58) 
Variables Mean S.D. Alpha 
Husband's Resources 
Self-esteem 46.50 5.94 0.89 
Love (giving) 36.38 6.78 0.92 
Love (receiving) 37.33 6.93 0.94 
Education (self)^ 15.43 3.12 
Education (spouse)^ 14.33 2.18 
Income (self)® 25,190 17,295 
I n c o m e  ( s p o u s e ) 7 , 2 0 7  6 , 4 6 7  
Wife's Resources 
Self-esteem 45.72 6.09 0.91 
Love (giving) 35.05 7.61 0.93 
Love (receiving) 35.40 7.59 0.93 
Education (self)^ 14.33 2.18 
Education (spouse)^ 15.43 3.12 
Income (self)*^ 7,207 6,467 
Income (spouse)® 25,190 17,295 
^Husband's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Wife's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Husband's income used as resource variable for both spouses. 
•^Wife's income used as resource variable for both spouses. 
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Power processes 
The internal consistency of the scales forming the style 
of influence variables was tested by means of Cronbach's 
alpha. Obtained alphas for these scales ranged from 0.70 to 
0.88, and were at or above the designated level of 
acceptance. Alphas for scales relating to husband's 
perception of spouse's influence attempts ranged from 0.81 to 
0.88. Obtained alphas for scales of variables dealing with 
the behavioral style of influence were highest (alpha = 0.84 
and alpha = 0.88) . Alphas for scales relating to wife's 
perception of spouse's influence attempts ranged from 0.78 to 
0.86. The behavioral style of influence scales were among 
the highest (alpha = 0.82 and alpha = 0.86). 
Overall, alphas obtained for both husband's and wife's 
reports of their attempts to influence spouse were lower than 
those obtained for husband's and wife's reports of spouses' 
attempts to influence them. With the exception of husband's 
report of his use of the behavioral style of influence (alpha 
= 0.81), alphas for both spouses (influence attempts of self 
to spouse) ranged from 0.70 to 0.78. For both spouses, 
variables measuring the behavioral style of influence had 
higher alphas than variables measuring the verbal style of 
influence. 
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Alphas obtained for all scales dealing with style of 
influence were at or above the level of 0.70, and, therefore, 
were assumed to be internally consistent and reliable. (See 
Table 2 for the means, standard deviations, and alphas for 
the power process variables.) 
Power outcomes 
Cronbach's alpha was used to test the internal 
consistency of the scales which formed the effectiveness of 
influence variables. Scales for variables dealing with the 
condition of reinforcement obtained alphas which ranged from 
0.93 to 0.96; alphas obtained for variables dealing with the 
condition of change scales ranged from 0.90 to 0.94. 
Alphas obtained for all scales comprised of the 
effectiveness of influence variables were above the 
designated level of acceptance; these scales were, therefore, 
assumed to be internally consistent and reliable. (See Table 
3 for the means, standard deviations, and alphas for the 
power outcome variables.) 
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and alphas for power process 
variables (n = 58) 
Variables Mean S.D. Alpha 
Verbal Style of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
Husband's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
14.45 
14.31 
14.40 
14.38 
5.86 
5.85 
6.19 
6.86 
0.74 
0.82 
0.70 
0.85 
Attempt to Reinforce 
Husband's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
15.84 
15.28 
14.34 
14.10 
5.93 
6.23 
6.14 
6.42 
0.73 
0.81 
0.74 
0.78 
Behavioral Style of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
Husband's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
7.52 
8.47 
7.55 
7.84 
5.69 
7.43 
6.06 
6.57 
0.81 
0.84 
0.78 
0.86 
Attempt to Reinforce 
Husband's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
6.81 
7.74 
6.88 
6.79 
5.24 
6.28 
5.77 
5.64 
0.76 
0.88 
0.75 
0.82 
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and alphas for power outcome 
variables (n = 58) 
Variables Mean S.D. Alpha 
Effectiveness of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
Husband's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
19.40 
22.16 
19.14 
22.90 
8.28 
8.36 
11.02 
10.41 
0.91 
0.90 
0.94 
0.92 
Attempt to Reinforce 
Husband's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
28.00 
28.12 
28.64 
28.12 
10.26 
10.44 
12.67 
12.75 
0.95 
0.93 
0.96 
0.96 
69 
CHAPTER VI. FINDINGS OF TEST OF POWER PROCESSES 
Pearson's Product Moment Correlation 
Due to the small size of the sample (n = 58), bivariate 
correlational analyses were used to test the relationships 
between the dependent and independent variables. The zero-
order correlation matrices for the variables used in the test 
of power processes appear in Tables A, 5, and 6. 
Correlations varied considerably and not all correlations 
were in the predicted direction. 
Approximately 20 percent of the hypotheses were 
supported. Out of a total of 112 hypotheses, 21 were 
supported with correlations at or above the designated .05 
level of significance. Of these 21 hypotheses, 15 were 
predicted relationships between resources and the verbal 
style of influence (all of which relationships had been 
predicted as positive), and 6 were predicted relationships 
between resources and the behavioral style of influence (all 
of which relationships had been predicted as negative). In 
addition to the 21 hypotheses which were supported, 5 
hypotheses relating to the verbal style of influence showed 
significant negative correlations, even though they had been 
predicted as positive. The 21 hypotheses which were 
supported.are set out below, followed by the 5 significant 
negative relationships. 
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Table 4. Pearson product moment correlations of power resource and 
verbal style of influence variables (n = 58) 
Husband's Resources 
Variables 1 2 3 4 
Husband's Resources 
1. Self-esteem 1.0 
2. Love (giving) .61*** 1.0 
3. Love (receiving) .63*** .88*** 1.0 
4. Education (self)^ .17 .02 .01 1.0 
5. Education (spouse)^ -.17 -.02 -.12 .50'» 
6. Income (self)® -.06 — .20 -.16 .02 
7. Income (spouse)*^ -.31** -.08 -.17 -.19 
8 .  
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
Wife's Resources 
Self-esteem 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Education (self)^ 
Education (spouse)® 
Income (self)*^ 
Income (spouse)® 
Verbal Style of Influence 
.15 
.34** 
.22* 
-.17 
.17 
..31** 
- .06  
.21 
.35** 
.29* 
-.02 
.02 
-.08 
-.20 
.26* 
.39*** 
.28* 
-.12 
.01 
-.17 
-.16 
-.05 
- .10 
-.04 
.50*** 
1.0 
-.19 
.02 
15. Husband's perception of self .23* -.07 -.08 -.03 
16. Husband's perception of spouse .11 .06 -.01 -.11 
17. Wife's perception of self -.04 -.13 -.15 -.04 
18. Wife's perception of spouse .08 -.02 -.02 .11 
Attempt to Reinforce 
19. Husband's perception of self .27* .14 .10 -.03 
20. Husband's perception of spouse .31** .23* .10 -.07 
21. Wife's perception of self .14 .20 .16 .03 
22. Wife's perception of spouse .07 .07 .03 -.11 
^Husband's education used as resource variable for both spouses, 
life's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Husband's income used as resource variable for both spouses. 
•^Wife's income used as resource variable for both spouses. 
*Significant at .05 level. 
**Significant at .01 level. 
***Significant at .001 level. 
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Husband's Resources Wife's Resources 
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
l.O • 
.05 1.0 
.42*** -.07 1.0 
-.13 -.11 — .08 1.0 
-.37** .01 -.22* .56*** 1.0 
— ,24* -.06 -.14 .68*** .82*** 1.0 
1.0 .05 .42*** -.13 -.37** -.24* 1.0 
.50*** .02 •^.19 -.05 -.10 -.04 .50*** 1.0 
.42*** -.07 . 1.0 — .08 -.22* -.14 .42*** -.19 1.0 
.05 1.0 -.07 -.11 .01 — .06 .05 .02 -.07 
-.20 -.04 — .25* — .08 .05 -.01 -.20 -.03 -.26* 
-.23* -.10 -.20 -.02 -.05 .02 -.23* -.11 -.20 
-.13 .10 -.01 .25* .30** .38** ' -.13 -.04 -.01 
-.04 .22* -.27* .25* .22* .30** -.04 .11 -.27* 
-.22* -.17 —.34** .08 .13 .13 -.22* -.03 —.34** 
-.19 -.17 -.13 -.05 -.06 -.05 -.19 -.07 -.13 
-.18 -.03 — .08 .27* .32** .37** -.18 .03 -.08 
-.16 .11 -.09 .18 .21 .25* -.16 -.11 -.09 

1R5 
style of Influence 
Attempt to Change Attempt to Reinforce 
•2: 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
o; 
.9, 1.0 
12; -.07 1.0 
-.26* 
-.04 1.0 
.1 -.20 
-.10 .43*** 1.0 
14,. -.01 
.10 .08 .17 1.0 
.i. -.27* 
.22* .15 .41** .63*** 1.0 
•3;- -.34** 
-.17 .66*** .67*** .02 .23* 1.0 
-.13 
-.17 .37** .71*** .18 .30* .54*** 1.0 
-.08 
-.03 .06 .28* .57*** .56*** .12 .29* 1.0 
Iv -.09 
.11 .14 .45*** .52*** .78*** .33** .48*** .67*** 1.0 
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Table 5. Pearson product- moment correlations of power resource and 
behavioral style of influence variables (n = 58) 
Husband's Resources 
Variables 1 2 3 4 
Husband's Resources 
1. Self-esteem 1.0 
2. Love (giving) .6i^^* 1.0 
3. Love (receiving) 
.63*** .88^^^ 1.0 
4. Education (self)® .17 .02 .01 1.0 
5. Education (spouse)^ 
-.17 -.02 -.12 .50^^^ 
6. Income (self)'^ -.06 -.20 -.16 .02 
7. Income (spouse)*^ -.31*^ — .08 -.17 -.19 
Wife's Resources 
8. Self-esteem .15 .21 .26^ -.05 
9. Love (giving) .34^^ .35^^ .39*** -.10 
10. Love (receiving) .22^ .29^ .2&* -.04 
11. Education (self)^ -.17 -.02 -.12 .50*** 
12. Education ( spouse)® .17 .02 .01 1.0 
13. Income (self)*^ —.31^^ — .08 -.17 -.19 
14. Income (spouse)° -.06 -.20 -.16 .02 
Behavioral Style of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
15. Husband's perception of self -.03 -.32^^ -.19 -.10 
16. Husband's perception of spouse 
-.11 — .20 — .20 -.14 
17. Wife's perception of self .06 .11 .17 -.19 
18. Wife's perception of spouse .01 -.04 .00 -.17 
Attempt to Reinforce 
19. Husband's perception of self -.03 -.21 -.15 -.08 
20. Husband's perception of spouse .05 -.18 -.20 -.10 
21. Wife's perception of self .12 .04 .06 -.25^ 
22. Wife's perception of spouse .05 -.05 .05 —«30^^ 
^Husband's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Wife's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Husband's income used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Wife's income used as resource variable for both spouses, 
•significant at .05 level. 
••significant at .01 level. 
•••Significant at .001 level. 
73 
Husband's Resources Wife's Resources 
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
..0 
05 1.0 
42*** -.07 1.0 
13 -.11 -.08 1.0 
37** .01 -.22* .56*** 1.0 
24* — .06 -.14 .68*** .82*** 1.0 
-.0 .05 .42*** -.13 -.37** -.24* 1.0 
50*** .02 -.19 -.05 -.10 -.04 .50*** 1.0 
42*** -.07 1.0 -.08 -.22* -.14 .42*** -.19 1.0 
05 1.0 
0
 1 -.11 .01 — .06 .05 .02 -.07 
17 -.17 -.01 .07 -.11 -.07 -.17 -.10 -.01 
18 — .06 -.17 .06 -.14 -.05 -.18 -.14 -.17 
01 — .08 .05 -.00 -.02 -.09 ' -.01 -.19 .05 
12 -.01 -.03 -.19 -.13 -.18 -.12 -.17 -.03 
24* -.08 -.07 .18 .00 .06 -.24* -.08 -.07 
19 -.09 -.15 .15 -.07 .03 -.19 -.10 -.15 
30** -.07 -.11 .01 -.01 -.08 -.30* -.25* -.11 
21* -.07 .05 .03 -.00 -.00 -.21* -.30** .05 

style of influence 
Attempt to Change Attempt to Reinforce 
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1.0 
-.07 1.0 
-.01 -.17 1.0 
-.17" —. 06 .38** 1.0 
.05 — .08 .09 .07 1.0 
-.03 -.01 .19 .01 .47*** 1.0 
-.07 -.08 .73*** .44*** .01 .02 1.0 
-.15 -.09 .54*** .63*** .10 .01 .68*** 1.0 
-.11 -.07 .12 .11 .72*** .44*** .10 .23* 1.0 
.05 -.07 .28* .07 .59*** .82*** .18 .12 .59*** 1.0 
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Table 6. Pearson product moment correlations of style of influence 
and effectiveness of influence variables (n = 58) 
Verbal Style of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
Variables 1 2 3 4 
Verbal Style of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
1. Husband's perception of self 1.0 
2. Husband's perception of spouse .43*^^ 1.0 
3. Wife's perception of self .08 .17 1.0 
4. Wife's perception of spouse .15 .41^* .63^^* 1.0 
Attempt to Reinforce 
5. Husband's perception of self .66*** .67*** .02 .23^ 
6. Husband's perception of spouse .37** .71f*^ .18 .30^ 
7. Wife's perception of self .06 .28^ .57*** .56*** 
8. Wife's perception of spouse .14 .45^*^ .52*** .78^*^ 
Behavioral Style of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
9. Husband's perception of self .18 .09 .22* .01 
10. Husband's perception of spouse .17 .18 -.11 -.11 
11. Wife's perception of self -.18 .07 .07 .12 
12. Wife's perception of spouse -.15 .08 .09 .05 
Attempt to Reinforce 
13. Husband's perception of self .10 .08 .35^^ .16 
14. Husband's perception of spouse .07 .17 .17 .19 
15. Wife's perception of self -.17 .16 .11 .19 
16. Wife's perception of spouse -.24^ .04 .17 .05 
Effectiveness of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
17. Husband's perception of self .35*^ .12 .15 .33** 
18. Husband's perception of spouse .23^ .19 .22^ .36** 
19. Wife's perception of self -.08 .04 .45 .38^^ 
20. Wife's perception of spouse .09 .09 .28^ .46**^ 
Attempt to Reinforce 
21. Husband's perception of self .20 .24^ .09 .31^^ 
22. Husband's perception of spouse -.05 .22^ .09 -.01 
23. Wife's perception of self .03 .17 .44*** .32^^ 
24. Wife's perception of spouse .04 .11 .16 .29^ 
•Significant at .05 level, 
••significant at .01 level. 
•••Significant at .001 level. 
f I 
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Behavioral Style of Influence • . 
Attempt to Reinforce Attempt to Change Attempt to Reinforce Att 
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 . 12 13 14 
1.0 
.54*** 1.0 
.12 .29* 1.0 
.33** .48*** .67*** 1.0 
.13 .24* .01 .01 1.0 
.15 .14 -.30** -.11 .38** 1.0 
-.04 .06 .19 .23* .09 .07 1.0 
— .05 .20 .11 .27* .19 .01 .47*** 1.0 
.14 .20 .04 .12 .73*** .44*** • .01 .02 1.0 
.12 .32** -.07 .17 .54*** .63*** .10 .01 .68*** 1.0 
-.04 .19 .27* .27* .12 .11 .72*** .44*** .10 .23* 
-.12 .11 .18 .30* .28* .07 .59*** .82*** .18 .12 
.34** .14 .23* .26* .33** -.10 .03 -.12 .33** .11 
.35** .37** .13 .39*** .28* .20 .32** .20 .36** .29* 
.06 .19 .36** .35** .10 — .08 .29* -.06 .20 .22* 
.09 .23* .40*** .38** -.04 -.22* .24* .14 — .09 o
 
o
 
.28* .34* .26* .30** .02 -.13 
o
 
1—1 
o
 
o
 
.04 -.07 
-.05 .22* .09 -.01 .16 .53*** .09 .17 .22* .13 
.08 .20 .44*** .30** .06 .07 .11 -.06 .16 .05 
.12 .16 .39*** .40*** -;12 -;05 .19 .13 -.19 -.09 
I I 
? I 
•• Effectiveness of Influence 
eihforce Attempt to Reinforce Attempt to Change Attempt to Reinforce 
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
1.0 1.0 
.23* .59*** 1.0 
.12 
.11 .12 .00 1.0 
.29** .33** .26* .57*** 1.0 
.22* .26* .11 .26* .39*** 1.0 
.00 .33** .17 .36** .52*** .47*** 1.0 
1 o
 
.05 -.02 .46*** .54*** .19 .41*** 1.0 
.13 .20 .29* .17 .17 .17 .32** .46*** 1.0 
.05 .05 .08 .08 .33** .54*** .30** .19 .37** 1.0 
-.09 .18 .26* .11 .28* .33** .61*** .23* .28* .45*** 1.0 
I 
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Yerbal style sal influence - attempt to. change 
Husband's perception Q1 his. attempt to. influence spouse 
1. The higher the husband's self-esteem, the more time 
spent by husband attempting verbal style of influence in an 
attempt to change spouse (wife) (.23, p<.05). 
Wife's perception af her attempt JLa influence spouse 
2. The higher the wife's self-esteem, the more time 
spent by wife attempting verbal style of influence in an 
attempt to change spouse (husband) (.25, p<.05). 
3. The greater the degree to which wife meets spouse's 
love needs, the more time spent by wife attempting verbal 
style of influence in an attempt to change spouse (husband) 
(.30, p<.01). 
4. The greater the degree to which wife's love needs 
are met by spouse (husband), the more time spent by wife 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to change 
spouse (husband) (.38, p<.01). 
Wife's perception q£. spouse' s attempt ta Influence her 
5. The higher the wife's self-esteem, the more time 
spent by spouse (husband) attempting verbal style of 
influence in an attempt to change wife (.25, p<05). 
6. The greater the degree to which wife meets spouse's 
love needs, the more time spent by spouse (husband) 
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attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to change 
wife (.22, p<.05). 
7. The greater the degree to which wife's love needs 
are met by spouse, the more time spent by spouse (husband) 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to change 
wife (.30, p<.01). 
8. The high er the spouse's income (husband's income), 
the more time spent by spouse (husband) attempting verbal 
style of influence in an attempt to change wife (.22, p<.05). 
Yerbai style influence - attempt ta reinforce 
Husband's perception his. attempt jia influence spouse 
9. The higher the husband's self-esteem, the more time 
spent by husband attempting verbal style of influence in an 
attempt to reinforce spouse (wife) (.27, p<.05). 
Husband's perception Ol spouse's attempt ta influence 
him 
10. The higher the husband's self-esteem, the more time 
spent by spouse (wife) attempting verbal style of influence 
in an attempt to reinforce husband (.31, p<.01). 
11. The greater the degree to which husband meets 
spouse's love needs, the more time spent by spouse (wife) 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce husband (.23, p<.05). 
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Wife's perception af her attempt ta influence spouse 
12. The higher the wife's self-esteem, the more time 
spent by wife attempting verbal style of influence in an 
attempt to reinforce spouse (husband) (.21, p<.05). 
13. The greater the degree to which wife meets spouse's 
love needs, the more time spent by wife attempting verbal 
style of influence in an attempt to reinforce spouse 
(husband) (.32, p<.01). 
14. The greater the degree to which wife's love needs 
are met by spouse (husband), the more time spent by wife 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce spouse (husband) (.37, p<.01). 
wife's perception sponse's attempt tSi. influence her 
15. The greater the degree to which wife's love needs 
are met by spouse, the more time spent by spouse (husband) 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce wife (.25, p<.05). 
Behavioral stvle af influence - attempt tQ. change 
Husband's perception af his attempt ta Influence spouse 
16. The lesser the degree to which husband perceives he 
meets spouse's love needs, the more time spent by husband 
attempting behavioral style of influence in an attempt to 
change spouse (wife) (-.32, <.01). 
7Q 
Behavioral stvle af influence - attempt ^  reinforce 
Husband's perception af his. attempt jia. influence spouse 
17. The lower the spouse's education (wife's education), 
the more time spent by husband attempting behavioral style of 
influence in an attempt to reinforce spouse (wife) (-.24, 
p<.05) . 
Wife's perception ol hec attempt ta influence spouse 
18. The lower the wife's education, the more time spent 
by wife attempting behavioral style of influence in an 
attempt to reinforce spouse (husband) (-.30, p<.01). 
19. The lower the spouse's education (husband's 
education), the more time spent by wife attempting behavioral 
style of influence in an attempt to reinforce spouse 
(husband) (-.25, p<.05). 
Wife's perception af spouse's attempt ta influença her 
20. The lower the wife's education, the more time spent 
by spouse (husband) attempting behavioral style of influence 
in an attempt to reinforce wife 
(-.21, p<.05). 
21. The lower the spouse's education (husband's 
education), the more time spent by spouse (husband) 
attempting behavioral style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce wife 
(-.30, p<.01). 
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The five hypotheses which showed significant negative 
relationships (oppositive direction of that predicted), as 
mentioned above, are set out below. 
Verbal style af influence - attempt ia change 
Husband's perception af. his. attempt influence spouse 
1. There was a negative relationship between spouse's 
income (wife's income) and the time spent by husband 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to change 
spouse (wife) (-.26, p<.05). 
Husband's perception q£. spouse's attempt ia influence 
him 
2. There was a negative relationship between spouse's 
education (wife's education) and the time spent by spouse 
(wife) attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
change husband (-.23, p<.05). 
Wife's perception spouse ' s attempt ta influence 
3. There was a negative relationship between wife's 
income and the time spent by spouse (husband) attempting 
verbal style of influence in an attempt to change wife (-.27, 
p<.05). 
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Verbal style af influence - attempt ia reinforce 
Husband's perception Ol his. attempt ta influence spouse 
4. There was a negative relationship between spouse's 
education (wife's education) and the time spent by husband 
attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce spouse (-.22, p<.05). 
5. There was a negative relationship between the 
spouse's income (husband's income) and the time spent by 
husband attempting verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce spouse (-.34, p<.001). 
Analysis Q£. correlation results - verbal stvle ^  influence 
Attempt tû change Eight hypotheses were supported 
out of 28 hypotheses relating to the use of a verbal style of 
influence when there was disagreement and the attempt was to 
change spouse. Out of these eight hypotheses, seven involved 
the wife's perception of herself and spouse and one involved 
the husband's perception of himself. The wife's perception 
of her own use of verbal attempts to change spouse was 
positively related to three resources, self-esteem, love 
(giving), and love (receiving). (The two love resources were 
significant at the level of .01.) Her perception of spouse's 
use of verbal attempts when there was disagreement was 
significantly related to the same three resources plus 
husband's income. [Love (receiving) was significant at the 
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level of .01.] The one significant predicted relationship 
that dealt with the husband's perception was the relationship 
between the husband's use of a verbal style of influence in 
cin attempt to change spouse and his self-esteem. 
In addition to the hypotheses which were supported, 
three predicted relationships dealing with verbal attempts to 
change spouse showed significance in the opposite direction 
of that predicted. Two of these significant relationships 
included the husband's perception of both his own and 
spouse's use of verbal influence attempts when there was 
disagreement. Both variables were significantly related to 
the wife's income. The other significant relationship was 
between the wife's perception of spouse's use of verbal 
change attempts and the education of both husband and wife. 
Socioeconomic resources were negatively related to verbal 
influence attempts to change based on both husband's and 
wife's perceptions of spouse's influence style as well as 
husband's perception of his own influence style. 
Overall, there was more relationship between wife's 
perceptions of both her own and spouse's use of verbal 
attempts to change partner and her resources than between 
husband's perceptions and his resources. Intangible 
variables showed the greatest significance to the wife's 
perception of the use of the verbal style of influence when 
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there was disagreement. However, tangible resources were 
significant in negative relationships, even though they had 
been predicted as positive. Although the wife's perceptions 
of herself and spouse showed significant positive 
relationships to intangible resources, tangible resources 
showed significant negative relationships to verbal attempts 
to change. 
These findings suggest that the more the wife gave and 
received love as well as the more highly she thought of 
herself, the more she perceived that both she and spouse used 
verbal attempts to change the other. On the other hand, the 
lower the education of both spouses, the more verbal change 
attempts made by both spouses, or the higher the education, 
the less attempts (wife's perception). Although the resource 
variables were not as significant overall for the husband's 
perception, his perceptions of both his and wife's verbal 
attempts to change spouse were negatively related to wife's 
income (e.g.,. the lower the wife's income the greater the 
use of verbal influence by both when there was disagreement, 
or the higher the wife's income, the less verbal influence 
attempted). 
Attempt ta reinforce Seven hypotheses were 
supported out of a possible 28 hypotheses which related to 
the verbal style of influence in an attempt to reinforce 
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spouse. Three of these hypotheses related to the husband's 
perception and four related to the wife's perception. The 
husband's perceptions of his own and spouse's attempts to 
verbally reinforce partner were positively related to his 
self esteem (perception of spouse's attempt was significant 
at the .01 level). His perception of spouse's attempt was 
also significantly related to his love (giving) resource. 
The wife's perception of her own attempt to use verbal 
reinforcement was positively related to three resources, 
self-esteem, love (giving), and love (receiving). (The 
relationships with the two love resources were significant at 
the .01 level of significance.) In addition, the wife's 
perception of spouse's verbal reinforcement attempt was 
significantly related to her love (receiving) resource. 
Although only seven of the hypotheses were supported at 
or above the .05 level of significance, two additional 
relationships were significant in the opposite direction as 
predicted. The husband's perception of his verbal 
reinforcement of spouse was negatively related to spouse's 
education (p<.001) and spouse's income. As was found in 
relation to the use of verbal attempts to change spouse, the 
use of verbal attempts to reinforce spouse was positively 
related to intangible resources and negatively related (for 
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husband's perception of his behavior toward spouse) to 
tangible resources (education and income of wife). 
Analysis af correlation results - behavioral stvle af 
influence 
Attempt tû change Out of a total of 28 hypotheses, 
only one hypothesis was supported. Husband's report of his 
use of the behavioral style of influence in an attempt to 
change spouse was negatively related to his love (giving) 
resource (p<.01). 
Attempt tfl reinforce Five hypotheses out of a total 
of 28 hypotheses were supported. The husband's perception of 
his attempt to influence spouse when there was agreement was 
negatively related to his wife's education. The wife's 
perception of her own and spouse's attempts to use the 
behavioral style of influence to reinforce partner was 
negatively related to both spouses' education. (The 
relationships between her style and her education as well as 
between spouse's style and his education were significant at 
the .01 level.) All these hypotheses supported include only 
tangible resources. 
Summary af correlation analysis 
Approximately 20 percent of the hypotheses in this test 
of power processes were supported (21 out of 112). (See 
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Figure 11 for a presentation of the significant 
relationships.) More hypotheses were supported which related 
to the verbal style of influence (15) than related to the 
behavioral style (six). In addition, there were five 
significant correlations with the verbal style of influence 
variables in both contexts, which were in the opposite 
direction than predicted (negative relationships that had 
been predicted positive). 
An apparent pattern has emerged with respect to the 
relationships between the dependent and independent 
variables. Seven of the eight significant predicted 
relationships dealing with the verbal style of influence in 
both contexts or conditions (attempt to change and attempt to 
reinforce) included intangible resources [husband's and 
wife's self-esteem and love (giving); wife's love 
(receiving)]. (The exception was the significant 
relationship between husband's income and wife's perception 
of spouse's use of verbal attempts to change her.) Although 
the majority (seven out of eight) of the significant positive 
relationships between intangible resources and verbal 
influence style in the context of change were involved with 
wife's perceptions, both spouses' perceptions were related to 
intangible resources in the context of agreement. In 
addition, the only significant relationship dealing with the 
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VERBAL STYLE OF INFLUENCE 
Context of Disagreement 
Self-esteem— 
Wife's income-
Wife's education-
Self-esteem 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Husband (self)& 
Husband (spouse)^ 
Wife (self)G 
Self-esteem 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving)] 
Husband's income] 
Wife's income— 
-> Wife (spouse)^ 
Context of Agreement 
Self-esteem-
Wife's education) 
Husband's income) 
Husband (self)® 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (giving))" Husband (spouse)^ 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (giving) J-
Love (receiving)) 
Wife (self) 
Love (receiving). Wife (spouse)d 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
°Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 11. Visual representation of the significant findings as a 
result of zero-order correlation analysis in the test of 
power processes 
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BEHAVIORAL STYLE OF INFLUENCE 
Context of Disagreement 
Love (giving) ^ Husband (self)^ 
Context of Agreement 
wife's education- '• ^ Husband (self)^ 
Wife's education ) 
Husband's education) 
: ^ Wife (self)° 
Wife's education ) _ s. , ,d 
Husband's education) ^ "xfe (spouse) 
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behavioral style of change attempts also included an 
intangible resource [love (giving)]. 
In contrast, the significant negative correlations 
(reverse of the predicted direction) for the verbal style of 
influence in both contexts included only tangible resources 
(all of which originated with the wife—wife's education and 
income). In addition, all hypotheses supported relating to 
the behavioral style of reinforcement attempts included only 
tangible resources (husband's and wife's education). The 
significant negative correlations (reverse of the predicted 
direction) for the verbal style of influence in both contexts 
also included only tangible resources. 
A distinction between the two styles of influence is 
suggested by both the difference in the number of significant 
relationships and the difference in the type of resource that 
showed significance. Also important to note is the negative 
relationship between the various verbal style of influence 
variables and the tangible resources. 
Multiple Regression 
Multiple regression analyses were used to test the 
effect of the resource variables on two styles of influence 
(verbal and behavioral) in two contexts (when there was 
disagreement and the attempt was to change spouse and when 
there was agreement and the attempt was to reinforce spouse). 
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Both styles of influence in both contexts were viewed by both 
husband's and wife's perceptions of their own and spouse's 
influence attempts. 
Based on the developmental sex role model of family 
decision-making (Scanzoni & Szinovacz, 1980), the seven 
resource variables were entered into the equation to test the 
effect of resources on the style of influence in each of the 
two contexts. Each resource was entered into the equation 
one at a time in order to observe the effect of each entry. 
The order in which the resource variables were entered 
into the equation was determined by findings and literature 
from both the family research and therapy fields. Based on 
support vin the family science literature for the importance 
of intangible resources in the marital relationship (Foa & 
Foa, 1974; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976; Scanzoni & Szinovacz, 
1980), intangible resources were entered into the equation 
before tangible resources. 
Among the intangible resources, self-esteem was entered 
before the love variables based on Bowen's (1978) focus on 
the importance of the individual self, particularly with 
respect to the level of individual functioning. In addition, 
the developmental sex-role model considers self-esteem to be 
one of the most important individual resources. 
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Love (giving) was entered into the equation prior to 
love (receiving). This was based on the high level of 
functioning of the families, as well as the number of years 
married, both resulting from the design of the study. A 
number of authors have suggested that there is an inherent 
need in the marital love relationship to give and share one's 
personal being with one's spouse (Burgess & Wallin, 1953; 
Jones, 1972; Maslow, 1968; Steck et al., 1982). 
Education preceded income in the equation based on the 
suggestion of Galligan and Bahr (1978) that education was one 
of the most significant measures of socioeconomic status. 
Verbal style influence 
Attempt tfi change Out of the four regression 
equations testing the effects of resources on the use of 
verbal attempts to change spouse, none of the full equations 
was significant. However, the test of the wife's perception 
of spouse's use of verbal attempts to change her nearly 
reached the level of significance with all of the resource 
variables included in the equation (p<.06). In addition, 
partial equations for tests of both husband's and wife's 
perceptions of their use of verbal attempts to change spouse 
attained significance, as well as several resource variables 
(p<.05 or greater). 
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The full equation that nearly attained the level of 
significance related to the wife's perception of spouse's use 
of verbal style of influence in an attempt to change her 
(^*7,50 = 2.07, p<.06) . Two of the resource variables also 
nearly attained the level of significance, wife's income 
(Beta = -.28, p<.09) and husband's income (Beta = .24, 
p<.07). Approximately 22 percent of the variance in the 
wife's perception of spouse's verbal attempts to change her 
was explained by the seven resource variables. 
In a partial test of the husband's perception of the 
percent of time spent by him using a verbal style of 
influence in an attempt to change spouse, with only self-
esteem and love (giving) in the equation, the F-value was 
significant (F2,55 = 3.95, p<.03). Both variables were 
significant, husband's self-esteem (Beta = .44) and love 
(giving) (Beta = -.34). These two resources explained 
approximately 13 percent of the variance. When love 
(receiving) was entered into the equation, the F-value 
remained significant (F^^g^ = 2.97, p<.04), but only self-
esteem retained its significance (Beta = .48) . There was 
little change in explained variance (14 percent). With the 
subsequent addition of the remaining variables, the F-value 
lost its significance and only self-esteem remained 
significant (Beta = .44). Approximately 20 percent of the 
# 
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variance in the husband's perception of his verbal attempts 
to change spouse was explained with all the variables in the 
equation. 
In a partial test of the wife's perception of her use of 
the verbal style of change attempts, with only wife's self-
esteem in the equation, self-esteem was significant in 
explaining approximately 6 percent of the variance. With 
love (giving) included in the equation, the F-value remained 
significant (F2,55 = 3.08, p<.05) but neither resource 
variable was significant. Approximately 10 percent of the 
variance in the wife's perception of her style of influence 
attempts on spouse was explained by these two resource 
variables. When love (receiving) was entered into the 
equation, the F-value remained significant (F^^g^ =' 2.98, 
p<.04); however, none of the resource variables was 
significant. The explained variance resulting from the 
addition of love (receiving) increased to 14 percent. With 
the subsequent addition of the remaining variables into the 
equation, the F-value lost its significance and none of the 
resource variables were significant. The increase in the 
variance due to the addition of the remaining resource 
variables was relatively small (approximately 17 percent). 
Attempt tû reinforce Out of the four regression 
equations, none of the full equations attained the designated 
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level of significance. However/ two full tests came close to 
reaching the designated level of significance. The test of 
the husband's perception pf spouse's verbal attempts to 
influence him when there was agreement reached the .06 level 
of significance with all the resource variables entered into 
the equation. Also, with all the variables entered, the test 
of husband's perception of his use of verbal attempts to 
reinforce spouse reached the .07 level of significance. In 
addition, partial tests of the wife's perception of her 
verbal attempts to influence spouse in terms of reinforcement 
were significant. Several resource variables attained the 
accepted level of significance in both partial and full 
tests. 
The full equation that nearly reached the level of 
significance was the test of husband's perception of spouse's 
use of verbal attempts to reinforce him = 2.09, p<.06) . 
Three variables were significant, self-esteem (Beta = .35), 
love (giving) (Beta = .56), and love (receiving) (Beta -.65). 
The variance explained by all of these resource variables was 
approximately 23 percent. Also of interest were the partial 
equations that attained the level of significance. With only 
husband's self-esteem entered into the equation, the F-value 
was significant (Fi^gg = 5.96, p<.02) and self-esteem was 
significant (Beta = .31). Approximately 10 percent of the 
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variance in the husband's perception of spouse's verbal 
reinforcement attempts was explained by husband's self-
esteem. With the addition of both love variables, both 
education variables, and husband's income, the F-value 
continued to be significant (Fg^gi = 2.46, p<.04). The 
variance explained by these variables increased to 
approximately 22 percent. Note that with the addition of 
wife's income to the equation, the F-value dropped slightly 
below the designated level of significance (p<.06) and the 
explained variance increased by approximately only 1 percent. 
However, the same three resource variables remained 
significant. 
In the partial test of husband's perception of his use 
of verbal attempts to reinforce spouse, with only husband's 
self-esteem in the equation, the F-value was significant 
(^1,56 - 4.37, p<.04), and self-esteem was significant (Beta = 
.27). Approximately 7 percent of the variance was explained 
by this resource variable. With the addition of subsequent 
resource variables, both failed to retain significance. 
However, in the full equation, with all the variables entered 
into the equation, the F-value came close to the level of 
significance (Fv^sq = 2.02, p<.07), and one resource variable 
was significant - wife's income (Beta = -.35) . Approximately 
22 percent of the variance in husband's perception of his 
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verbal attempts to reinforce spouse was explained by all the 
resource variables. 
In the test of the wife's perception of her verbal 
attempts to reinforce spouse, only partial equations were 
significant. When wife's self-esteem was regressed on her 
perception of her influence attempts, the F-value was 
significant (F = 4.57, p<.04), and self-esteem was 
significant (Beta = .27). Approximately 8 percent of the 
variance in the style of influence variable was explained by 
self-esteem. With the entry of each of the love variables, 
the F-value retained significance (p<.03 and p<.05, 
respectively), but in both partial equations none of the 
resource variables was significant. The explained variance 
increased to 12 percent and then 14 percent, respectively. 
With the subsequent addition of the remaining resource 
variables, the F-value lost its significance and none of the 
resource variables was significant. In the full equation 
with all the resource variables entered, the explained 
variance increased to only 16 percent. (See Table 7 for the 
results of the multiple regression analysis of the verbal 
style of influence.) 
Behavioral style af influence 
Only one equation was significant out of eight equations 
with regard to the behavioral style of influence in both 
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Table 7. Multiple regression findings of verbal style of influence 
CONTEXT OF CHANGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
Wife's perception of spouse F^ gg = 3.64, p<.06 .06 Self-esteem .25, p<.06 
^7^50 - 2.07, p<.06 .22 Wife's income -.28, p<.09 
Husband's income .24, p<.07 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self F^ = 3.24, p<&08 .05 Self-esteem 
Self-esteem 
Love (giving) 
Self-esteem 
Self-esteem 
Self-esteem 
Wife's perception of self 
^1,56 
= 0
3.95, p<03 .13 
^3,54 
= 2.97, p<.04 .14 
^4,53 
= 2.40, p<.06 .15 
^5,52 — 2.11, p<.08 .17 
^1,56 
= 3.83, p C06 .06 
^2,55 
= 3.08, p<.05 .10 
23,54 
= 2.97, p<.04 .14 
24,53 r
o to
 
w
 
p<.08 .14 
Self-esteem 
(none) 
(none) 
(none) 
.23, p<.08 
.44, p<U01 
-.34, p<04 
.48, p<.01 
.51, PÇ004 
.46, p<&01 
.25, p<.06 
CONTEXT OP REINFORCEMENT 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of spouse ^1,56 
= 5.96, p<.02 .10 Self-esteem .31, p<.02 
^2,55 
= 3.01, p<.06 .10 (none) 
Fa, 54 
= 3.67, p<.02 .17 Self-esteem .36, p<.03 
Love (giving) .53, p<.05 
Love (receiving) -.58, p<.04 
F7,50 
= 2.09, p<.06 .23 Self-esteem .35, p<.05 
Love (giving) .57, p<.05 
Love (receiving) -.66, p<.02 
Husband's perception of self ^1,56 
= 4.37, PC 04 .07 Self-esteem .27, p<.04 
^7,50 2.02, p<.07 .22 Wife's income -.35, p.<.04 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Wife's perception of self ^1,56 4.57, p<.04 .08 Self-esteem .27, p<.04 
^2,55 
= 3.58, p<.03 .12 (none) 
^3,54 
= 2.84, p<.05 .14 (none) 
^4,53 
= 2.23, p<.08 .14 (none) 
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contexts. This equation was a test of the husband's 
perception of his behavioral influence attempts to change 
spouse. The best equation was the partial equation that 
included all the resource variables except wife's income 
(Fg,5i = 2.73/ p<.02). Approximately 24 percent of the 
variance was explained by these six resources. Two resources 
were significant, love (giving) (Beta = -.77) and husband's 
income (Beta = -.26). With the addition of wife's income to 
the equation, the explained variance increased to 
approximately 25 percent. (See Table 8 for the results of 
the multiple regression analysis of the behavioral style of 
influence.) 
Summary of. multiple regression analysis 
Overall, relatively few equations attained the 
designated level of significance. (See Figure 12 for a 
presentation of the significant findings.) Of all the tests 
for the style of influence variables, only one full test was 
significant—a test of the behavioral style of influence. 
However, three full tests approached the designated level of 
significance and several partial tests were significant in 
the test of the verbal style of influence in both contexts. 
The full test that was significant was a test of the 
husband's perception of his use of behavioral influence 
attempts when there was disagreement. The best equation in 
Table 8. Multiple regression findings of behavioral style of influence 
Dependent 
Variables F-Value 
Independent 
Variables Beta 
Husband's perception of self 
CONTEXT OF CHANGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
^2,55 = 4.53, p<.02 .14 Love (giving) -.47, p <. 004 
23,54 = 3.46, p<.02 .16 Love (giving) -.72, p<.01 
24,53 = 2.86, p<.03 .18 Love (giving) -.72, P<.01 
^5,52 = 2.29, p<.06 .18 Love (giving) -.69, pC02 
2*6,51 = 2.74, PC02 .24 Love (giving) -.77, p<.01 
Husband's income -.26, p<.04 
27,50 11
 to
 
w
 
w
 
p<.04 .25 Love (giving) -.78, p<.01 
Husband's income -.25, p<.05 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
(None) 
# 
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VERBAL STYLE OF INFLUENCE 
Context of Disagreement ! 
Self-esteem-
(partial) 
Husband (self)* .14 
Self-esteem-
(partial, K-06) 
Wife (self) .06 
Wife's income 
(p<.09) 
Husband's income-
(P<.07) 
+ 3 ^ wife (spouse)° 
-.06) "(P<. 
. 2 2  
Context of Agreement 
Wife's income-
(P<.07) 
Husband (self)' . 2 2  
Self-esteem 
Love (giving)—— 
Love (receiving-
y Husband (spouse) 
••(p<.06) 
.23 
Self-esteem-
(partial) 
Wife (self)b .08 
BEHAVIORAL STYLE OF INFLUENCE 
Context of Disagreement 
^ve (giving) ) : ^ Husband (self)* .25 
Husband's income) 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
°Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
Figure 12. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis of the test of power processes 
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this model explained nearly one-fourth of the total variance 
with six resource variables. However, only two variables 
were significant, love (giving) and husband's income (both 
negative relationships as predicted). This suggests that the 
less husband perceived that he fulfilled wife's love needs 
and the lower his income, the more time spent using 
behavioral style of influence when there was disagreement. 
Approaching the designated level of significance was the 
test of wife's perception of spouse's use of verbal attempts 
to change her (p<.06). Two resource variables, wife's income 
and husband's income, also approached the acceptable level of 
significance in a test that explained approximately 22 
percent of the variance. Although both were predicted as 
positive relationships, wife's income showed a negative 
relationship. This suggests that the higher the husband's 
income, but the lower the wife's income, the more time spent 
by husbands using verbal influence attempts when there was 
disagreement (based on wife's perception). 
Also approaching the designated level of significance 
was the test of husband's perception of spouse's use of 
verbal reinforcement (p<.06). Three intangible resources 
were significant in explaining approximately 23 percent of 
the variance—husband's self-esteem and love (giving and 
receiving). Although self-esteem and love (giving) were 
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positive relationships, as predicted, love (receiving) showed 
a negative relationship. Since love (receiving) showed a 
positive relationship with the dependent variable at the 
level of zero-order correlation, this change in signs 
suggests possible multicollinearity. As previously stated, 
this could be a result of the design of the questionnaire. 
The full test of the husband's perception of his use of 
verbal attempts to reinforce spouse reached the .07 level of 
significance. Although husband's self-esteem was significant 
in explaining approximately 7 percent of the variance with no 
other resources in the equation, it was not significant in 
the full model. Wife's income was the only significant 
variable in the full model, which explained approximately 22 
percent of the variance. Although the predicted relationship 
was positive, wife's income showed a negative relationship 
with the dependent variable. This suggests that husbands 
with lower income wives spend more time verbally attemping to 
reinforce wives. 
Among the significant partial tests of the verbal style 
of influence in both contexts, the explained variance ranged 
from approximately 7 percent to 23 percent. Few variables 
reached the accepted level of significance. 
In a partial test of the husband's perception of his 
verbal attempts to change spouse (three variables in the 
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equation), self-esteem was significant in explaining 
approximately 14 percent of the variance. This suggests that 
the husband with high self-esteem used more verbal attempts 
to influence spouse when there was disagreement. Note that 
with self-esteem and love (giving) alone in the equation, 
both were significant in explaining approximately 13 percent 
of the variance. However, with the addition of love 
(receiving), love (giving) changed from a positive 
relationship to a negative relationship and only self-esteem 
remained significant. This suggests multicollinearity, which 
could be a result of the design of the questionnaire, as 
previously mentioned. 
In addition, partial tests of the wife's perception of 
spouse's verbal attempts to change her were significant. 
With only self-esteem in the equation, the F-value approached 
the accepted level of significance (p<.06) and self-esteem 
was significant in explaining approximately 6 percent of the 
variance. With the subsequent addition of the love 
variables, the F-value remained significant and the explained 
variance increased to approximately 14 percent, but none of 
the resource variables were significant. 
As was the case with the tests of the verbal style of 
influence when there was disagreement, only partial equations 
attained the .05 level of significance in tests of the verbal 
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Style of Influence when there was agreement. In the test of 
wife's perception of her influence attempts to reinforce 
spouse, self-esteem accounted for approximately 8 percent of 
the explained variance when no other variables were in the 
equation. Even though the explained variance increased to 12 
percent when the two love variables were added to the 
equation, none of the variables were significant. 
In all the significant tests of husband's perception of 
his use of verbal style of influence attempts with spouse, 
the significant resource variables were intangible resources, 
with one exception. Self-esteem was a significant variable 
in either the partial or full tests in all cases. The one 
tangible resource that was significant among these tests was 
wife's income, which showed a negative relationship (reverse 
of prediction). 
Likewise, in the one significant test of the husband's 
report of spouse's use of the verbal style of reinforcement, 
all the significant resources were intangible resources, 
self-esteem and love (giving and receiving). Love 
(receiving) was the only variable to show a negative 
relationship, but as previously stated, this is possibly the 
result of multicollinearity. 
In the one significant partial test of the wife's 
perception of her use of verbal attempts to influence spouse 
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when there was agreement, the one significant variable was an 
intangible resource, self-esteem. However, two tangible 
resources were significant in explaining the wife's 
perception of spouse's use of the verbal style of influence 
when there was disagreement, wife's income (negative 
relationship which was not predicted) and husband's income 
(positive relationship). 
With regard to the behavioral style of influence, the 
only significant test was the test of husband's perception of 
his behavioral attempts to change spouse. In this test both 
tangible and intangible resources were significant [husband's 
income and love (giving)]. Both were negative relationships 
as predicted. 
This suggests that overall intangible resources were 
more significant in explaining the verbal style of influence 
variables in both contexts (change and reinforcement). Self-
esteem, in particular, was significant most frequently for 
both spouses. With regard to the explanation of the 
behavioral style of influence, one tangible and one 
intangible variable was significant [love (giving) and 
husband's income]. 
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Multiple Regression with Family Life Stage Controlled 
Based on the importance of family life cycle stage to 
individual and family experience (Carter & McGoldrick, 1980), 
the sample was divided with the intent of approximating 
stages four and five of Carter and McGoldrick's (1980) 
developmental and systemic model for viewing the family. As 
described previously, the sample was divided based on the 
number of years married. For purposes of this study, stage 
four represents the couple married 20 years or less (assumed 
to have spent fewer years parenting adolescents and to more 
closely approximate the family in the middle of the parenting 
of adolescent stage). Stage five represents the couple 
married 21 years or more (assumed to have spent more years 
parenting adolescents and to more closely approximate the 
family in the launching and moving on stage). 
Multiple regression analyses were used for the same 
dependent variables (all the style of influence variables, 
both husband's and wife's perceptions of their own and 
spouse's verbal and behavioral influence styles in two 
contexts, when the attempt was to change and when the attempt 
was to reinforce). The same seven resource variables were 
used and entered in the same order as in the equations 
without the control for family life stage. 
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Recognizing potential problems and limitations resulting 
from a smaller n-size due to the division of the sample into 
two stages (n = 30 for the first stage; n = 28 for the second 
stage), it was believed that the value in considering this 
dimension, particularly in light of the overall purpose of 
this study, justified the risk. 
Verbal stvle af influence 
Attempt to change 
Earlier stage (stage four) Two of four 
equations attained the designated level of significance. 
These equations included the husband's perception of his own 
influence style and the wife's perception of spouse's 
influence style. 
The resource variables were regressed on the husband's 
perception of his use of the verbal style of influence in an 
attempt to change spouse. With only two variables entered in 
the equation, self-esteem and love (giving), the F-value was 
significant ~ 6.75, p<.004). Approximately 33 percent 
of the variance was explained by these two variables. Both 
variables were significant, self-esteem (Beta = .61) and love 
(giving) (Beta = -.58). With love (receiving) included in 
the equation, the F-value remained significant but the 
explained variance increased by less than 1 percent. The only 
significant variable was self-esteem. With subsequent 
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additions of resource variables, the F-value remained 
significant and the explained variance increased; again, only 
self-esteem was significant. The test that explained the 
most variance with the least number of variables included all 
the resource variables with the exception of husband's and 
wife's incomes ~ 3.63, p<.01). Approximately 43 
percent of the variance was explained by these five 
variables. Husband's self-esteem was the only variable that 
remained significant (Beta = .58). With the addition of the 
two income variables, the F-value remained significant and 
the explained variance increased to approximately 45 percent. 
The seven resources were regressed on wife's perception 
of spouse's use of verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
change her ^22 ~ 6.54, p, .0003) . Approximately 68 percent 
of the variance in wife's perception was explained by these 
variables. Four variables were significant: love (giving) 
(Beta = -.44); love (receiving) (Beta = .71); husband's 
education (Beta = .45); and wife's income (Beta = -.41). All 
relationships had been predicted as positive; however, wife's 
income showed a negative relationship with the dependent 
variable at the level of zero-order correlation analysis. 
Since love (giving) showed a positive relationship at the 
zero-order level of correlation analysis, the possibility of 
multicollinearity is suggested. 
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Some interesting results occurred from the partial 
equations in the test of wife's perception of spouse's verbal 
influence attempts. With only wife's self-esteem in the 
equation, approximately 14 percent of the variance was 
explained (Fi^28 ~ 4.64, p<.04), and self-esteem was 
significant (Beta = .38). The F-value lost its significance 
as each of the love variables were entered into the equation 
but the variance explained by the three intangible variables 
was approximately 22 percent. The variance increased less 
than 1 percent when wife's education was added to the 
equation. However, when husband's education was entered, the 
explained variance increased to approximately 57 percent and 
the F-value regained significance (F5^24 = 6.38, p<.001). With 
the addition of the remaining resource variables into the 
equation, the variance increased and the F-value regained 
significance. 
Partial tests of wife's perception of her verbal style 
of influence in an attempt to change spouse attained 
significance. With only three resource variables in the 
equation, self-esteem and love (giving and receiving), the F-
value was significant {^2,26 ~ 3.79, p<.02). Approximately 30 
percent of the variance was explained by these three 
intangible variables. Only one variable was significant, 
love (receiving) (Beta = .87). With the addition of wife's 
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education, the explained variance increased by less than 2 
percent. However, when husband's education was entered into 
the equation (F5^24 ~ 3.25, p<.02), the explained variance 
increased to approximately 40 percent. Although husband's 
education did not quite reach the accepted level of 
significance (Beta = .36, p<.07), both love variables were 
significant, love (giving) (Beta = -.52) and love (receiving) 
(Beta = .97). [The negative relationship between love 
(giving) and the dependent variable was not predicted; as 
previously mentioned, this is possibly a result of 
multicollinearity.] With the addition of the two income 
variables, the F-value was not significant and the variance 
increased less than 2 percent ,22 ~ 2.26, p<.07) . 
Latter stage (stage five) None of the equations 
was significant at the designated level of acceptance. 
However, several resource variables reached the .05 level of 
significance. 
In the test of the husband's perception of spouse's use 
of verbal attempts to change him, one tangible resource 
variable was significant. When husband's education was added 
to the equation (along with the three intangible resources), 
the F-value approached the level of significance (F4^23 = 
2.48, p<.07). Approximately 30 percent of the variance was 
explained by this equation. In addition, husband's education 
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was significant (Beta = -.48). (This negative relationship 
was not predicted; however, the negative relationship showed 
at the zero-order level of correlation analysis.) With the 
subsequent addition of the three remaining resource 
variables, the explained variance increased by less than 4 
percent and the F-value dropped below the designated level of 
significance. However, husband's education remained 
significant. 
While the F-value failed to attain the designated level 
of significance in the test of the wife's perception of 
spouse's verbal attempts to change her, husband's income was 
significant (Beta = .49) with all seven resource variables 
entered into the equation. Approximately 40 percent of the 
variance was explained by these resource variables. (See 
Table 9 for findings as a result of tests of verbal style of 
influence in the context of change with family life stage 
controlled.) 
Summary aM comparison af conditions The full 
test models significant in the earlier stage did not reach 
the accepted level of significance in the tests of the latter 
stage. (See Figure 13 for a presentation of the significant 
findings.) Most resource variables significant in the 
earlier stage were not significant in the latter stage. In 
addition, the resource variables that attained significance 
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Table 9. Multiple regression findings of verbal style of influence with family life stage 
controlled - context of change 
Dependent F-Value r2 Independent Beta 
Variables Variables 
EAHLIER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
Husband's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of self 
F2,27 
= 6.75, p<.004 .33 Self-esteem .61, p<.003 
Love (giving) -.58, p^.004 
F3,26 
= 4.38, p<.01 .34 Self-esteem .63, p<.005 
Love (giving) -.51, p<.09 
F5,24 
= 3.63, p<.01 .43 Self-esteem .58, 
F7,22 2.53, P<.05 .45 Self-esteem .64, p<.03 
F1,28 
= 4.64, p<.04 .14 Self-esteem .38, p<.04 
F6,23 
= 7.03, p<.0002 .65 Love (giving) -.48, p<.02 
Love (receiving) .72, p,<.004 
Husband's education .43, p<.03 
Wife's income -.39, P<.04 
^7,22 
= 6.54, p<.0003 .68 Love (giving) -.44, P<.03 
Love (receiving) .71, p<.004 
Husband's education .45, p<.03 
Wife's income -.41, p<.02 
ill Tests Approaching Significance 
F2,27 
= 3.90, P<.03 .22 Love (receiving) .56, P<.02 
^5,24 
= 3.25, p«.02 .40 Love (giving) -.52, p<.05 
Love (receiving) -97, p<.002 
^7,22 
= 2.26, P<.07 .42 Love (receiving) .94, p<.004 
Love (giving) -.49, p<.07 
Husband's education .46, p<.08 
LATTER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of spouse F4 23 = 2.48, p<.07 
^7^20 = 1.46, p<.24 
Wife's perception of spouse ^7,20 ~ 1.92, p<.12 
.30 Husband's education 
.34 Husband's education 
.40 Husband's income 
-.48, p^.Ol 
.60, p<.02 
.49, p<.01 
M 
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EARLIER STAGE 
Self-esteero- Husband (self) 
_R2 
.45 
Love (receiving)-
Love (giving). 
(partial) 
^ Wife (self) .40 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Husband's education-
Wife's income 
wife (spouse) .68 
LATTER STAGE 
Husband's income-
(partial F, N.S.) 
Wife (spouse)* .40 
Husband's education-
(partial F, p<.07) 
Husband (spouse) .30 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
°Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
Figure 13. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power processes 
with family life stage controlled - verbal style of influence 
in the context of disagreement 
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in the earlier stage were mainly intangible resources/ 
husband's self-esteem and wife's love (giving and receiving). 
However, two tangible resources were significant, husband's 
education and wife's income. 
None of the full models reached the designated level of 
significance in the latter stage, and only two resources 
attained significance. Both were tangible resources, 
husband's education and income (neither significant in the 
earlier stage). 
Although resources (mainly intangible resources) 
explained a fairly large amount of the variance of three of 
the four tests of the verbal style of influence when there 
was disagreement in the earlier life cycle stage, resources 
were less significant in explaining these same variables in 
the latter stage. This suggests that power resources (mainly 
intangible resources) were more effective with regard to the 
verbal style of attempts to change spouse in the earlier 
stage, but were less significant in the latter stage. 
Several relationships that were significant in the tests 
without the control for life stage remained significant in 
the findings for the earlier stage. Husband's self-esteem, 
which was significant in a partial test of husband's 
perception of his verbal attempts to change spouse when life 
stage was not controlled, was also significant in a full test 
13.7 
•<' . \ 
of the earlier stage. However, there was a considerable 
difference in the amount of variance explained in the two 
conditions. Approximately 14 percent was explained by the 
partial test when life stage was not controlled; 
approximately 45 percent was explained by the full test in 
the earlier stage when life stage was controlled. 
In the noncontrolled condition, none of the resources 
was significant in explaining the husband's perception of 
spouse's influence attempts. However, a partial test in the 
latter of the two controlled conditions explained 
approximately 30 percent of the variance and yielded a 
significant relationship between husband's education and the 
dependent variable. Although this relationship had been 
predicted positive, it showed a negative relationship (also 
negative at the level of zero-order correlation analysis). 
When life stage was not controlled, only a partial test 
of the wife's perception of her verbal attempts to change 
spouse was significant. In this partial test, self-esteem 
was significant in explaining approximately 6 percent of the 
variance. However, when life stage was controlled, the full 
test approached the level of significance in the earlier 
stage (p<.07). In the partial test with five resource 
variables in the equation, the F-value was significant and 
both love variables were significant in explaining 
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approximately 40 percent of the variance. [However, love 
(giving) showed a negative relationship, which was not 
predicted; as previously stated, this is possibly a result of 
multicollinearity.] 
In the noncontrolled condition, the full test of the 
wife's perception of spouse's verbal change attempts 
approached the level of significance (p<.06) and explained 
approximately 22 percent of the variance. In addition, two 
tangible resources approached significance, wife's income 
(p<.09) and husband's income (p<.07). In the earlier stage 
of the controlled condition, the full test was significant in 
explaining approximately 68 percent of the variance. Four 
resource variables were significant; love (giving and 
receiving), husband's education, and wife's income. [Note 
that love (giving) showed a negative relationship, which is 
possibly a result of multicollinearity. In addition, wife's 
income showed a negative relationship (reverse of 
prediction); however, this negative relationship also showed 
at the zero-order level of correlation analysis.] In the 
latter stage, husband's income was significant in explaining 
approximately 40 percent of the variance, although the F-
value was not significant. 
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Attempt: ta reinforce 
Earlier stage (stage four) Three equations were 
significant. One equation was based on the husband's 
perception of spouse's influence style, and two were based on 
wife's perception of her own and spouse's styles of 
influence. 
The seven resource variables were regressed on the 
husband's perception of his spouse's use of the verbal style 
of influence in an attempt to reinforce him (F7^22 = 4.24, 
p<.004). Approximately 57 percent of the variance in the 
dependent variable was explained in this full model. The 
best equation included all the resource variables except the 
wife's income (F6,23 ~ 5.11, p<.002), which explained 
approximately 57 percent of the variance with only six 
variables in the equation. Three variables were significant: 
love (giving) (Beta = .87), love (receiving) (Beta = -.65), 
and husband's income (Beta = -.28). The two negative 
relationships were not predicted, however, the negative 
relationship between husband's income and the dependent 
variable showed at the zero-order level of correlation 
analysis. As stated previously, the negative relationship 
between love (receiving) and the dependent variable is 
possibly due to multicollinearity. 
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Power resources were regressed on wife's perception of 
her use of the verbal style of influence in an attempt to 
reinforce spouse (^1^22 ~ 5.02, p<.002). Approximately 61 
percent of the variance in the wife's perception of her style 
of influence was explained by the resource variables. 
However, with all the resources except husband's and wife's 
income entered into the equation, approximately the same 
amount of variance was explained by five variables. Three 
variables were significant; love (receiving) (Beta = .65), 
wife's education (Beta = -.73), and husband's education (Beta 
= .39). (The negative relationship was not predicted; 
however, this negative relationship existed at the zero-order 
level of correlation analysis.) This suggests that the less 
educated wife with a higher educated husband, who feels loved 
by husband, attempts more verbal reinforcement of spouse in 
the earlier stage (based on wife's perception). 
The seven resource variables were regressed on wife's 
perception of spouse's use of verbal attempts to reinforce 
her (F7^22 = 4,68, p<.002). Approximately 60 percent of the 
variance was explained by the resource variables. Four 
variables were significant: love (receiving) (Beta = .72), 
wife's education (Beta = -.57), husband's education (Beta = 
.50), and husband's income (Beta = -.29) . The two negative 
relationships were not predicted; however, wife's education 
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showed a negative relationship with the dependent variable at 
the zero-order level of correlation analysis. On the other 
hand, husband's income showed a positive relationship and 
husband's education showed a negative relationship with the 
dependent variable at the zero-order level of correlation 
analysis. This change in signs for both of these two closely 
related variables suggests the possibility of 
multicollinearity. This suggests that the more her husband 
fulfills her love needs and the lower her education, the more 
she perceives that he attempts to verbally reinforce her in 
the earlier stage. 
In addition to these three significant models, a partial 
test of the husband's perception of his use of verbal 
attempts to reinforce spouse yielded a significant F-value 
(^1,28 - 4.79, p<.04). With only husband's self-esteem 
entered into the equation, self-esteem was significant (Beta 
= .38); the explained variance was approximately 15 percent. 
However, with the addition of subsequent resource variables, 
the overall F-value and t-value of self-esteem failed to 
reach the accepted level of significance. 
Latter stage (stage five) None of the equations 
was significant. However, one partial equation attained the 
designated level of significance, as well as did several 
resource variables. 
122 
A partial test of the husband's perception of his use of 
verbal attempts to reinforce spouse attained significance 
with the first five resources entered into the equation {Es,22 
= 2.62, p<.05). Approximately 37 percent of the variance was 
explained. Two of the intangible resources were significant, 
love (giving) (Beta = 1.35) and love (receiving) (Beta = -
1.07). (This negative relationship was not predicted; 
however, as previously suggested, this is possibly due to 
multicollinearity.) With the subsequent addition of the 
remaining resources into the equation, the explained variance 
increased to approximately 42 percent and the two resources 
retained significance, but the F-value lost significance. 
Although none of the equations in the test of husband's 
perception of spouse's verbal attempts to reinforce him 
reached the accepted level of significance, husband's 
education attained significance in the full equation (Beta = 
-.35). (This negative relationship was not predicted; 
however the relationship was also negative at the zero-order 
level of correlation analysis.) Although not significant 
this equation explained approximately 31 percent of the 
variance. This suggests that the lower the husband's 
education, the more the wife attempts verbal reinforcement in 
the latter stage (based on husband's perception). 
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Likewise, none of the tests of wife's perception of 
spouse's verbal reinforcement attempts was significant; 
however, two resource variables attained or approached 
significance, husband's education (Beta = -.51) and husband's 
income (Beta = .37, p<.06). (Although the negative 
relationship was not predicted, it existed at the zero-order 
level of correlation analysis.) While not significant, the 
full equation explained approximately 36 percent of the 
variance. This suggests that the higher the husband's 
income, but the lower his education, the more he attempts to 
verbally reinforce spouse in the latter stage (based on 
wife's perception). (See Table 10 for findings as a result 
of tests of verbal style of influence in the context of 
reinforcement with family life stage controlled.) 
Summary and comparison af conditions Similar to 
the results of tests of the verbal style of influence in the 
context of change, the results of tests in the context of 
reinforcement varied with respect to the family life stage 
control. (See Figure 14 for a presentation of the 
significant findings.) 
In comparing the results between the controlled and 
noncontrolled conditions, the two love resources significant 
in explaining the husband's perception of spouse's verbal 
reinforcement attempts when the life cycle stage was not 
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Table 10. Multiple regression findings of verbal style of influence with family life stage 
controlled - context of reinforcement 
Dependent 
Variables F-Value 
Independent 
Variables Beta 
EARLIER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
Wife's perception of self 
Wife's perception of spouse 
= 8 .85, p<.01 .24 Self-esteem .49, p<.01 
= 7 .69, p<.002 .36 Love (giving) .41, p<.03 
6 .79, p<.002 .44 Self-esteem .40, p<.04 
Love (giving) .79, p<.006 
Love (receiving) -.54, p<.07 
= 5 .11, p<.002 .57 Love (giving) .87, p<.002 
Love (receiving) -.65, P<.03 
Husband's income -.28, p<.06 
= 4 .24, p<.004 .57 Love (giving) .83, P<.01 
Love (receiving) -.63, p<.05 
Husband's income -.27, P<.07 
= 5 .24, P<.03 .16 Self-esteem .40, p <.03 
= 3 .56, p<.03 .29 Love (receiving) .54, p<.08 
= 6 .44, p<.001 .51 Love (receiving) .55, p <. 04 
= 7 .51, p^.0002 .61 Love (receiving) .65, Pf.Ol 
Love (giving) -.38, p<.07 
Wife's education -.73, p<.0002 
Husband's education .39, P(.02 
= 5 .02, p<.002 .61 Love (receiving) .63, p<.02 
Wife's.education -.77. p <. 002 
Husband's education .44, P<-04 
= 4 .68, p.<.002 .60 Love (receiving) .72, p <. 008 
Wife's education -.57, P<.01 
Husband's education .50, p<.03 
Husband's income -.29, PC06 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self 28 ~ 4.79XP .04 .15 Self-esteem .38, p<.04 
^2)27 ~ 2.67,<p .09 .17 Self-esteem .47, p<.03 
F3I26 - 1.72,<p .19 .17 Self-esteem .45, p<.06 
LATTER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self Ul
 
to
 
N)
 II 2.62, p<.05 .37 Love (giving) 1.35, p<.01 
Love (receiving) -1.07, p<.02 
^7,20 - 2.04, p<.10 .42 Love (giving) 1.18, p<.03 
Love (receiving) -1.04, p<.03 
Wife's perception of spouse ^7,20 = 1.59, p<.20 .36 Husband's education -.51, p<.05 
Husband's income .37, p<.06 
Husband's perception of.spouse II 0 
CM 1.31, p<.30 .31 Husband's education -.55, p<.03 
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EARLIER STAGE 
r2 
Self-esteem ^ Husband (self.15 
(partial) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving)— A. ^ Husband (spouse) .57 
Husband ' s income ' 
Love (receiving) 
Wife's education— ^^ Wife (self)° .61 
Husband's education r 
Love (receiving). 
Wife's education. 
Husband's education. 
Husband's income 
^ Wife (spouse)' ,60 
LATTER STAGE 
-3' 
(partial) 
Husband's education ^ Husband (spouse)^ .31 
(P, N.S.) 
::::::: ::::r— (F, N.S.) 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
°Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 14. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power processes 
with family life stage controlled - verbal style of influence 
in the context of agreement 
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controlled were also significant for husbands in the earlier 
stage. Love (receiving) showed a negative relationship, 
which was not predicted, in both conditions; however, as 
previously stated, this is possibly a result of 
multicollinearity. In the uncontrolled condition, husband's 
self-esteem was significant along with the two love variables 
in explaining approximately 23 percent of the variance. In 
the controlled condition, husband's income was significant 
(negative relationship) along with the two love variables in 
explaining approximately 57 percent of the variance. 
(Although the negative relationship between husband's income 
and the dependent variable was not predicted, it was also 
negative at the zero-order level of correlation analysis.) 
In addition, wife's income, which was significant in 
explaining husband's verbal reinforcement attempts in the 
noncontrolled condition, was not significant in either of the 
controlled conditions. However, other resource variables 
were significant in partial tests in each of the two 
controlled conditions. For husbands in the earlier stage, 
self-esteem was significant; in the latter stage, the two 
love resources were significant [although love (receiving) 
showed a negative relationship]. (As suggested previously, 
this negative relationship is possibly the result of 
multicollinearity.) 
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In the noncontrolled condition, only one resource, 
wife's self-esteem, was significant in a partial test of 
wife's perception of her verbal reinforcement attempts. 
Approximately 8 percent of the variance was explained. 
Although self-esteem was not significant in either of the 
controlled conditions, three variables were significant in 
explaining approximately 61 percent of the variance: love 
(receiving), wife's education, and husband's education. 
(Although a positive relationship was predicted, wife's 
education showed a negative relationship; however, this 
relationship was also negative at the zero-order level of 
correlation analysis.). 
Although no resources in the noncontrolled condition 
were significant in explaining the wife's perception of 
spouse's verbal reinforcement attempts, a number of resources 
were significant in both of the controlled conditions. For 
wives in the earlier stage, four variables were significant 
in explaining approximately 60 percent of the variance: love 
(receiving), wife's education, husband's education, and 
husband's income. Although all relationships had been 
predicted as positive, both wife's education and husband's 
income showed negative relationships. [Wife's education was 
also negative at the zero-order level of analysis. However, 
the change in signs for husband's income (positive at the 
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zero-order level of correlation analysis) and husband's 
education (negative at the zero-order level of correlation 
analysis) suggests the possibility of multicollinearity.] 
. Only two of these variables were significant or 
approached significance in the latter stage, husband's 
education and husband's income (p<.06). Approximately 36 
percent of the variance was explained. Although all 
relationships had been predicted positive, husband's 
education was negative. (However, as previously stated, this 
relationship was negative at the zero-order level of 
correlation analysis.) 
Behavioral style af influence 
Attempt ta. change 
Earlier stage (stage four) One equation was 
significant. The resources were regressed on husband's 
perception of spouse's use of behavioral attempts to change 
him (F7^22 ~ 3.03, p<.02). Approximately 49 percent of the 
variance was explained. Three resources were significant: 
love (receiving) (Beta = -.95), husband's income (Beta = 
-.44), and wife's income (Beta = -.72). All three 
relationships were negative as predicted. 
While no other equations were significant, several 
resources reached the accepted level of significance in 
partial equations. In the test of wife's perception of 
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spouse's use of behavioral attempts to change her, wife's 
education was significant in several partial equations. When 
the two education variables were added to the three 
intangible resource variables already in the equation, wife's 
education was significant (Beta = -.54). These five 
variables explained approximately 22 percent of the variance. 
With the subsequent addition of the income variables, wife's 
education dropped below the designated level of significance 
(Beta = -.59, p<.06), and approximately 23 percent of the 
variance was explained. 
Latter stage (stage five) In partial tests of 
the use of the behavioral style of influence when there was 
disagreement, several resources were significant. In the 
test of husband's perception of his use of behavioral change 
attempts, love (giving) was significant (Beta = -.57) when 
added to the equation with self-esteem. These two variables 
explained approximately 16 percent of the variance. With the 
subsequent addition of the remaining variables, love (giving) 
remained significant and husband's income approached the 
accepted level of significance (Beta = -.38, p<.07). 
Although the F-value was not significant, this full model 
explained approximately 36 percent of the variance. 
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An additional partial test in which resources attained 
the accepted level of significance, even though the F-value 
was not significant, was the test of wife's perception of her 
use of behavioral change attempts. When the two school 
variables were added to the equation containing the three 
intangible resources, both wife's and husband's education 
became significant (Beta = .49, p,.03 and Beta = -.57, p<.01, 
respectively). (Although the relationship between wife's 
education and the dependent variable was predicted negative, 
the relationship was positive. The relationship was negative 
at the zero-order level of correlation analysis which 
suggests the possibility of multicollinearity.) These five 
variables explained approximately 32 percent of the variance. 
With the subsequent addition of the two income variables into 
the equation, wife's education was not significant and 
husband's education approached significance (Beta = -.45, 
p<.07). Although the F-value was not significant, this full 
equation explained approximately 39 percent of the variance. 
The test of wife's perception of spouse's behavioral 
change attempts did not yield a significant F-value; however, 
one of the partial tests yielded near significant t-values 
for husband's education. When husband's education was added 
to the equation containing wife's education and the three 
intangible resources, husband's education approached the 
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accepted level of significance (Beta = -.46, p<.06). 
Approximately 20 percent of the variance was explained by 
these five resources.. With the addition of the two income 
variables into the equation, husband's education approached 
the accepted level of significance (Beta = -.50, p<.08). The 
explained variance increased by less than 1 percent. (See 
Table 11 for findings as a result of multiple regression 
analysis of behavioral style of influence in the context of 
change with family life stage controlled.) 
Summary and. cQmparison af conditions Findings 
varied with respect to the family life stage control. (See 
Figure 15 for a presentation of the findings.) 
The negative relationships found in the noncontrolled 
condition between the husband's perception of his behavioral 
attempts to change spouse and two of the resource variables, 
love (giving) and husband's income, were also found in the 
latter stage of the controlled condition. No variables were 
significant in the earlier stage. 
In addition, different resources were significant in the 
different conditions. Three resources were significant in 
the test of husband's perception of spouses behavioral change 
attempts in the earlier stage, whereas none were significant 
in the latter stage. In the earlier stage, love (receiving) 
133 
Table 11. Multiple regression findings of behavioral style of influence with family life stage 
controlled - context of change 
Dependent F-Value Independent ggta 
Variables Variables 
EARLIER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
Husband's perception of spouse F^ 22 ~ 3.03, p<.02 .49 Love (receiving) -.95, p<.01 
Husband's income -.44, p<.01 
Wife's income -.72, p<.01 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Wife's perception of spouse Fg 24 = 1.37, p<.27 .22 Wife's education -.54, p<.03 
^7*22 ~ .96, p<.48 .23 Wife's education -.59, p<.06 
LATTER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self F2 25 = 2.42, p<.ll .16 Love (giving) -.57, p<.05 
F^'20 = 1.63, p<.19 .36 Love (giving) -1.23, p<.03 
' Husband's income -.38, p4.07 
Wife's perception of self 
^5,22 - 2.11, p<.10 
^6,21 = 2.23, p<.08 
^7,20 - 1.83, P<.14 
Wife's perception of spouse ^5,22 = 1.10, PC 39 
^7,20 - .75, P<.64 
wife's education 
Husband's education 
Husband's education 
Husband's education 
Husband's education 
Husband's education 
.49, p<.03 
.57, p<.01 
.45, p<.06 
.45, p<.07 
.46, p<.06 
.50, p<.08 
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EARLIER STAGE 
Love (receiving)) 
Husband's income) ^ Husband (spouse)^ .49 
Wife's income ) 
Wife's education ^ Wife (spouse)^ .23 
(p<.06) (partial P, N.S.) 
LATTER STAGE 
HZand'^inLmei " > Husband (self)C .36 
(PC 07) 
Husband's education ^ Wife (self)^ .39 
(pC.Oe) (partial F, p<.08) 
Husband's education ^ Wife (spouse)^ .20 
(p<.06) (partial F, N.S.) 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
^Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
°Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
•^Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
Figure 15. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power processes 
with family life stage controlled - behavioral style of 
influence in the context of disagreement 
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and husband's and wife's income showed significant negative 
relationships, as predicted. 
In the test of wife's perception of her behavioral 
attempts to influence spouse, the earlier stage yielded no 
significant results. However, husband's education approached 
the level of significance in a partial test in the latter 
stage, showing a negative relationship as predicted. 
In the two conditions, partial tests of the wife's 
perception of spouse's behavioral change attempts yielded 
different results. In the earlier stage wife's education 
approached significance; in the latter stage husband's 
education approached significance. (Both showed negative 
relationships as predicted.) 
Attsmt ia reinforce 
Earlier stage (stage four) No equations dealing 
with the behavioral style of attempts to reinforce spouse 
were significant in this stage. However, several resources 
attained the designated level of significance in partial 
tests. In the full test of the husband's perception of 
spouse's behavioral attempts to reinforce him, two resources 
approached significance even though the overall F-value was 
not significant. Love (receiving) and husband's income 
approached significance (Beta = -.77, p<.06 and Beta = -.36, 
# 
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p<.07, respectively). Approximately 32 percent of the 
variance was explained. 
In a partial test of the wife's perception of spouse's 
behavioral attempts to reinforce her, wife's education was 
significant with the three intangible resources and wife's 
education entered into the equation (Beta = -.45, p<.04). 
Approximately 20 percent of the variance was explained by 
these four resources. With the addition of the subsequent 
resources into the equation, no resources were significant. 
Latter stage (stage five) Although none of the 
full equations was significant, one equation approached the 
designated level of significance. In the test of husband's 
perception of spouse's behavioral attempts to reinforce him, 
the F-value approached the level of significance with all of 
the resource variables entered into the equation, -
2.34, p<.06). Approximately 45 percent of the variance was 
explained although none of the resource variables was 
significant. The best equation does not include the income 
variables. With the three intangible resource variables and 
the two school variables entered into the equation, the F-
value was significant {^^,22 ~ 3.35, p<.02) and approximately 
43 percent of the variance was explained. Again, none of the 
resources was significant. However, in the equation which 
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included husband's education along with the three intangible 
resources, husband's education was significant (Beta = -.41, 
p<.02). Approximately 37 percent of the variance was 
explained. 
In addition, partial tests of the husband's perception 
of his behavioral attempts to reinforce spouse approached 
significance and one of the resources was significant. When 
the three intangible resources and the two school variables 
were regressed on the dependent variable, the F-value 
approached significance {^^,22 - 2.50, p<.06). Love (giving) 
also approached significance (Beta = -.93, p<.06). These 
variables explained approximately 36 percent of the variance. 
With the subsequent addition of the two income variables into 
the equation, neither the overall F-value nor the t-values 
for any of the resources was significant. 
In a partial test of wife's perception of her behavioral 
attempts to reinforce spouse, husband's education was 
significant with the three intangible resource variables and 
both education variables entered into the equation (Beta = -
.45, p<.05). Approximately 32 percent of the variance was 
explained by these variables. With the subsequent addition 
of the income variables into the equation, none of the 
resource variables was significant, but the variance 
increased to approximately 37 percent. 
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Also, in a partial test of the wife's perception of 
spouse's behavioral attempts to reinforce her, husband's 
education was significant with the three intangible resources 
and both education variables entered into the equation (Beta 
= -.55, p<.02). These variables explained approximately 28 
percent of the variance. With the subsequent addition of the 
remaining variables into the equation, none of the variables 
was significant; however, husband's education approached the 
level of significance (Beta = -.47, p<.07). The explained 
variance increased to approximately 32 percent. (See Table 
12 for findings as a result of multiple regression analysis 
of behavioral style of influence in the context of 
reinforcement with family life stage controlled.) 
Summary aM comparison af conditions Findings 
varied as a result of the family life stage control. (See 
Figure 16 for a presentation of the findings.) 
None of the full test models was significant in either 
the noncontrolled or controlled conditions. However, one 
full test model approached the level of significance in the 
condition where life stage was controlled. In the condition 
of the latter stage, the test of husband's perception of 
spouse's use of behavioral attempts to reinforce him reached 
the .06 level of significance with approximately 45 percent 
of the variance explained. 
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Table 12. Multiple regression findings of behavioral style of influence with family life stage 
controlled - context of reinforcement 
Dependent 
Variables 
F-Value Independent 
Variables Beta 
EARLIER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Wife's perception of spouse 
Husband's perception of spouse 
F^ 25 ~ 1.54, p(.22 .20 
F? 22 ~ 1.45, p<.24 .32 
Wife's education 
Love (receiving) 
Husband's income 
LATTER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of spouse F2 25 ~ 3.29, p^.05 
F4I23 = 3.41, p<.02 
^5,22 ~ 3.35, p^.02 
^7,20 ~ 2.34, p<.06 
.21 Love (giving) 
.37 Husband's education 
.43 (none) 
.45 (none) 
-•45, p<.04 
-.77, p<.06 
-.36, p<.07 
.58, p<.04 
.41, p<.02 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
wife's perception of self ^5,22 - 2.05, P<.11 .32 Husband's education -.45, p<.05 
Wife's perception of spouse ^5,22 = 
^7,20 -
1.73, 
1.35, 
p<.17 
p<.28 
.28 
.32 
Husband's education 
Husband's education 
-.55, 
-.47, 
p<.02 
p<.07 
Husband's perception of self ^4,23 = 
^5,22 -
^6,21 -
2.55, 
2.50, 
2.13, 
p<.07 
p<.06 
p<.09 
.31 
.36 
.38 
Love (giving) 
Love (giving) 
Love (giving) 
-1.05, 
-.93, 
-1.02, 
P<.04 
p<.06 
p<.05 
# 
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EARLIER STAGE 
Wife's education 1 ^ Wife (spouse)^ .20 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Love (receiving)) _ ^ ^ , ,b 
Husband's income) > Husband (spouse) .32 
(p<.07) (F, N.S.) 
LATTER STAGE 
Love (giving) 1 ^ Husband (self)° .36 
(partial F, p<.06) 
Husband's education 1 > Wife (self)d .32 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Husband's educati on > Wife (spouse)^ .28 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Husband's education ^ Husband (spouse)^ .37 
(partial) 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
^Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
'^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self, 
^wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
Figure 16. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power processes 
with family life stage controlled - behavioral style of 
influence in the context of agreement 
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None of the same resources was significant in both 
stages. In the test of husband's perception of spouse's 
behavioral attempts to reinforce him in the earlier stage, 
love (receiving) and husband's income approached the level of 
significance. However, in the latter stage, husband's 
education was significant in a partial test. Likewise, 
husband's education was significant in a partial test of 
wife's perception of her behavioral attempts to reinforce 
spouse in the latter stage, whereas none of the resource 
variables was significant in the earlier stage. Also, wife's 
education was significant in the earlier stage in explaining 
wife's perception of spouse's behavioral attempts to 
reinforce; however, in the latter stage, husband's education 
was significant. 
Overall, this suggests that life cycle stage was 
important in understanding the behavioral style of influence 
when there was agreement and the intent was to reinforce 
spouse. In addition to finding significant partial test 
models when life stage was controlled, several significant 
relationships between power resources and power processes 
were found. 
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Summary of Test of Power Processes 
stvle af influence 
(See Figure 17 for a presentation of the significant 
findings as a result of the three methods of analyses.) At 
the level of zero-order correlational analysis, nearly all 
the significant predicted relationships included intangible 
resources [self-esteem and love (giving)]. One resource, 
husband's self-esteem, was significant in relation to 
husband's perception of his verbal style of influence in both 
contexts (agreement and disagreement). Self-esteem was also 
related to husband's perception of spouse's verbal 
reinforcement attempts, along with love (giving). 
The balance of the supported predictions were related to 
wife's perceptions of herself and spouse in both contexts. 
Wife's self-esteem and love (giving and receiving) were 
significantly related to wife's perception of her verbal 
style of influence in both contexts. These same three 
resources, along with husband's income, were significantly 
related to wife's perception of spouse's verbal change 
attempts. Love (receiving) was also significantly related to 
wife's perception of spouse's verbal reinforcement attempts. 
Husband's income was the only tangible resource that was 
significant in either context of the verbal style of 
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Zero-Order Correlation 
Context of Disagreement 
Self-esteem-
Wife's income-
^ Husband (self)' 
Wife's education- Husband (spouse) 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (giving) )-
Love (receiving)) 
Wife (self)' 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (giving) ) 
Love (receiving)) 
Husband's income) 
Wife's income ' • 
^ Wife (spouse)^ 
Context of Agreement 
Self-esteem-
Wife's education) 
Husband's income)" 
Husband (self)' 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (giving)) Husband (spouse) 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (giving) )-
Love (receiving)) 
Wife (self)G 
Love (receivina)- Wife (spouse)' 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
°Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self, 
"^ife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 17. Visual representation of the significant findings as a 
result of the three types of analyses in the test of 
power processes - verbal style of influence 
.14 6 
Multiple Regression 
r2 
+ a 
Husband (self) 
Earlier Stag 
T 
Self-esteem- .14 
(partial) 
Self-esteenr 
Self-esteem- Wife (self) .06 
(partial, p<.06) 
Love (receiving). 
Love (giving). 
(partial) 
Wife's income 
(p<.09) 
Husband's income-
(p<.07) 
+ Wife (spouse)' 
(p<.06) 
, 2 2  
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Husband's education-
Wife's income 
Wife's income- Husband (self)' 
(p<.07) 
, 2 2  Self-esteem-
(partial) 
Self-esteem —» 
Love (giving) : :—^ Husband (spouse)^ 
Love (receiving) (\p<.06) 
,23 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving)-
Husband's income-
Self-esteem-
(partial) 
Wife (self)' .08 
Love (receiving) 
Wife's education 
Husband's education-
Love (receiving) 
Wife's education 
Husband's education-
Husband's income 

Multiple Regression with Family Life Stage Controlled 
ar Stage r2 Latter Stage 
-> Husband (self) .45 
Husband's education—= ^ Husband (spouse) 
(partial P, p<.07) 
.30 
^ Wife (self)° .40 
Wife (spouse) .68 Husband's income- ^ Wife (spouse)^ .40 
(partial P, N.S.) 
Husband (self)® .15 Love (giving) Love (receiving-
(partial) 
^ Husband (self) .37 
Husband (spouse) .57 Husband's education ^ Husband (spouse) .31 (P, N.S.,)., 
^ ^ Wife (self)® .61 
Wife (spouse) .60 
Husband's education-
Husband's income— 
(p<.06) 
"+ Wife (spouse) 
(F, N.S.) 
.36 
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influence. Usually, the relationships including love 
resources were significant at the .01 level of significance. 
In addition to the predicted relationships, several 
unpredicted negative relationships were found at the level of 
correlational analysis (some significant at the level of 
multiple regression analysis). Wife's income was negatively 
related to husband's and wife's verbal influence attempts and 
to wife's perception of spouse's verbal attempts in the 
context of disagreement. Wife's education was negatively 
related to husband's perception of spouse's verbal attempts 
to change him and to husband's verbal attempts to reinforce 
spouse. Husband's income was negatively related to his 
perception of his attempts to reinforce spouse. 
A number of relationships that were significant in the 
correlational analysis retained a significant relationship in 
the multiple regression analysis. Without the control for 
family life stage, husband's self-esteem had a significant 
positive effect on husband's perception of his verbal change 
attempts. With life stage controlled, self-esteem was 
significant in the earlier stage. 
Also without family life stage controlled, a partial 
test yielded significant relationships between wife's 
perception of her change attempts with spouse and wife's 
self-esteem (positive relationship). However, with family 
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life stage controlled, self-esteem was not significant, but 
in a partial test of the earlier stage, love (receiving) 
showed a significant positive relationship and love (giving) 
showed a significant negative relationship. As stated 
earlier, this change in signs by the love (giving) variable 
suggests the possibility of multicollinearity. 
Approaching significance without family stage controlled 
was the positive effect of husband's income (p<.07) and the 
negative effect of wife's income (p<.09) on wife's perception 
of spouse's change attempts. With life stage controlled, 
husband's income had a positive significant effect in the 
latter stage, but not in the earlier stage. Wife's income 
had a significant negative effect in the earlier stage, along 
with love (giving) (negative effect), love (receiving) 
(positive effect), and husband's education (positive effect). 
As stated previously, the negative relationship between love 
(giving) and the dependent variable is possibly a result of 
multicollinearity. 
Also significant without family stage controlled was the 
negative effect of wife's income on husband's perception of 
his reinforcement attempts toward spouse. However, with life 
stage controlled, this resource was not significant. In 
partial tests of the earlier stage, husband's self-esteem was 
significant and in the latter stage, love (receiving) showed 
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a negative relationship and love (giving) showed a positive 
relationship. Again, this negative relationship suggests 
possible multicollinearity. These findings suggest that in 
the earlier stage the higher husband's self-esteem, the more 
verbal reinforcement attempts toward spouse; in the latter 
stage, the more husband loved spouse, the more reinforcement 
attempts (based on husband's perception). 
Without life stage controlled, husband's perception of 
spouse's reinforcement attempts was positively related to 
self-esteem and love (giving) and negatively related to love 
(receiving). With life stage controlled, the same dependent 
variable was positively related to love (giving) and 
negatively related to love (receiving) and husband's income. 
As stated previously, the negative relationship between love 
(receiving) suggests possible multicollinearity. These 
findings suggest that the more husband loved spouse and the 
lower his income, the more time spent by spouse attempting 
verbal reinforcement (based on husband's perception). Or 
conversely, the less husband loved spouse and the higher his 
income, the less time spent by wife attempting verbal 
reinforcement. 
Without life stage controlled, a partial test of wife's 
perception of her reinforcement attempts yielded one 
significant positive relationship (wife's self-esteem). 
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However, with life stage controlled, self-esteem was not 
significant. Three resources were significant in the earlier 
stage. Wife's perception of her verbal reinforcement was 
positively related to love (receiving) and husband's 
education and negatively related to wife's education. This 
suggests that the more husband loved wife and the higher his 
education, as well as the lower wife's education, the more 
wife attempted verbal reinforcement with spouse (based on 
wife's perception). This combination would be difficult to 
explain. However, possibly this could be explained in terms 
of a potential difference in level of functioning between the 
spouses based on education. Assuming that husband is more 
confident and feeling in control of his own life (e.g., 
individuated) and not threatened by spouse's need to exert 
some level of control, husband allowed wife to use verbal 
reinforcement out of his love for her. On the other hand, 
the finding could be interpreted such that the less husband 
loved wife and the lower his education, as well as the higher 
the wife's education, the less wife perceived her use of 
verbal reinforcement attempts toward spouse. This could be 
explained in that the more highly educated wife married to a 
lesser educated husband who does not meet her love needs (low 
affective investment in thé relationship) would more likely 
be invested outside of the relationship (e.g., in job or 
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community involvement) and less likely to invest the energy 
in reinforcing spouse. 
Although no significant findings resulted from the test 
of wife's perception of spouse's use of verbal reinforcement 
when life stage was not controlled, several resources were 
significant in both stages when life stage was controlled. 
In the earlier stage, there were positive relationships with 
love (receiving) and husband's education and negative 
relationships with wife's education and husband's income. 
(Note that the relationship between husband's income and the 
dependent variable was positive at the level of 0-order 
correlation analysis; therefore, the change in signs suggests 
possible multicollinearity.) On the other hand, in the 
latter stage husband's education showed a negative 
relationship and husband's income showed a positive 
relationship. 
Life stage had an Important and interesting impact 
particularly with respect to the test of the wife's 
perception of spouse's verbal reinforcement attempts. It is 
possible an explanation lies in the difference in parenting 
issues based on the difference in number of years married 
(more intensely focusing on parenting issues versus focusing 
on separating and launching). Using this assumption, 
education would be an important resource particularly in the 
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earlier stage that could require better problem-solving 
skills. Based on this difference in education and problem-
solving skills, as well as wife's perception of spouse's love 
for her, wife could defer to husband, allowing him to 
verbally reinforce her. However, with the difference in 
needs between these two stages, income could replace 
education as the more important resource since launching is 
likely to include college expenses. (These couples were 
highly educated and presumably advanced education of children 
was important.) 
Behavioral style af influence 
Overall, there were fewer significant findings as a 
result of the various types of analyses of the behavioral 
style of influence. However, family life stage did appear to 
be an important factor. (See Figure 18 for a presentation of 
the significant findings as a result of the three types of 
analyses.) 
At the level of zero-order correlational analysis, few 
significant relationships were found. However, all were 
negative relationships as predicted. Of those significant 
relationships, only tangible resources were significant in 
relation to attempts to reinforce (husband's and wife's 
education); the one significant relationship with regard to 
attempts to change was an intangible resource [love 
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Zero-Order Correlation 
Context of Disagreement 
Love (giving) ^ Husband (self)' 
Context of Agreement 
Wife's education- Husband (self)' 
Wife's education ) 
Husband's education)' Wife (self)' 
Wife's education ) 
Husband's education)' Wife (spouse)' 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
^Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
°Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
'^Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 18. Visual representation of the significant findings as a 
result of the three types of analyses in the test of 
power processes - behavioral style of influence 
154 
Multiple Regression 
Earlier gtc 
^ 
* • Love (receiving) ) 
Husband's income) ——— 
Wife's income ) 
Wife's education 
(p<.06) (partial F, 
-
Love (receiving)) 
Husband's income)' 
(p<.07) (F, N.S.) 
Wife's education 
(partial F, n.< 

Multiple Regression with Family Life Stage Controlled 
Earlier stage r2 Latter Stage R^ 
-  >  —  < - " > •  
(p<.07) 
1 * • 
) >._ Husband (spouse) .49 
Husband's education ~ ^ Wife (self)^ .39 
Cp<.06) (partial F, p<.08) 
> Wife (spouse)^ .23 
artial F, ^ .S.) 
Husband's education ~ Wife (spouse)^ .20 
(p<.06) (partial F, N.S.) 
Love (giving) 1 ^ Husband (self)® .36 
(partial F, p<.06) 
1 ~ ^ Husband (spouse)^ .32 
(P, N.S.) 
Husband's education ^ Husband (spouse)^ .37 
(partial) 
Husband's education—Z—! ^ Wife (self)*^ .32 
(partial F, N.S.) 
^ Mi fn fc-pnnsp)"^ .70 
artial F, N.S.) 
Husband's education ^ Wife (spouse)^ .28 
(partial F, N.S.) 

155 
(giving)]. Husband's perception of his behavioral attempts 
to change spouse was negatively related to love (giving). In 
the context of agreement, there was a negative relationship 
between husband's perception of his behavioral attempts to 
reinforce spouse and wife's education. Wife's perception of 
her own and spouse's behavioral style of reinforcement were 
negatively related to both spouses' education. 
The majority of these significant relationships retained 
significance as a result of multiple regression analysis. 
However, without the control for life stage, only one 
relationship was significant. Without life stage controlled, 
husband's perception of his behavioral change attempts was 
negatively affected by love (giving), as well as husband's 
income. With life stage controlled, both resources were also 
significant in partial tests of the latter stage. This 
suggests that the less husband loves spouse and the lower his 
income, the more he used behavioral style of attempts to 
influence spouse when there was disagreement. 
Although there were several significant relationships 
with life stage controlled, all but one resulted from partial 
tests. The significant relationships that resulted from a 
full test model were the negative relationships between 
husband's perception of spouse's behavioral change attempts 
and love (receiving), husband's income, and wife's income in 
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the first stage. This suggests that the less husband 
fulfilled spouse's love needs, as well as the lower both 
spouses' incomes, the more wife attempted behavioral style of 
influence when there was disagreement (based on husband's 
perception of spouse). 
Additional significant relationships resulting from 
partial tests with life stage controlled will be noted. 
Husband's education showed a negative relationship with 
wife's perception of her own and spouse's behavioral change 
attempts in the latter stage. This suggests that the lower 
the husband's education, the more both spouses used 
behavioral change attempts in the latter stage (based on 
wife's peception). Also significant in the context of 
change, wife's perception of spouse's use of behavioral style 
of change attempts was negatively related to wife's education 
in the earlier stage. 
In the context of agreement, with life stage controlled, 
several significant relationships also emerged in partial 
tests. There was a negative relationship between husband's 
perception of his use of behavioral reinforcement attempts 
and love (giving) in the latter stage. Husband's perception 
of spouse's use of behavioral reinforcement was negatively 
related to love (receiving) and husband's income in the 
earlier stage and husband's education in the latter stage. 
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Husband's education was also negatively related to wife's 
perception of both her own and spouse's behavioral 
reinforcement attempts in the latter stage. In the earlier 
stage, wife's education was negatively related to the wife's 
perception of spouse's behavioral reinforcement attempts. 
At the level of zero-order correlational analysis, the 
majority of supported predicted relationships with regard to 
the verbal style of influence included intangible resources, 
and the majority with regard to the behavioral style of 
influence included tangible resources. More significant 
relationships were found for the verbal style than for the 
behavioral style of influence. 
As a result of the multiple regression analysis, 
particularly with life stage controlled, many of the 
relationships remained significant in relation to the verbal 
style of influence, but many retained a level of significance 
only in partial tests in relation to the behavioral style of 
influence. In addition, a combination of tangible and 
intangible resources were significant in relation to the 
verbal influence style in regression analysis, whereas mainly 
intangible resources continued to be significant in relation 
to the behavioral influence style. 
Overall, the multiple regression test models were fairly 
effective in identifying significant resource variables and 
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also in explaining a sizable amount of the variance in 
relation to the verbal style of influence, but considerably 
less effective in relation to the behavioral style. The 
control for family life stage was important in the testing of 
both styles of influence. 
Several important factors emerged as a result of these 
findings. Style of influence, at least as defined in this 
study, was an important variable, not only based on the 
significance of findings, but also based on the predominant 
change in the direction of the relationship resulting from 
style (mainly positive relationships in relation to verbal 
style of influence and mainly negative relationships in 
relation to behavioral style). Also of interest was the 
blend of positive and negative relationships between both 
tangible and intangible resources and the verbal style of 
influence as a result of the regression analysis. 
In addition to the difference in findings based on 
styles of influence, the difference in findings based on the 
two contexts (agreement and disagreement) point to yet 
another important dimension of power, specifically marital 
power. This distinction held up for both styles of 
influence. 
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CHAPTER VII. FINDINGS OF TEST OF POWER OUTCOMES 
Pearson's Product Moment Correlation 
As was done in the test of power processes, due to the 
small size of the sample (n=58), bivariate correlational 
analyses were used to test the relationship between the 
dependent and independent variables. The zero-order 
correlation matrix for all of the variables used in this test 
of power outcomes appears in Table 13. All relationships 
were predicted to be positive. However, similar to the 
findings in the test of power processes, correlations varied 
and not all were in the predicted direction. 
Twelve hypotheses out of a total of 56 hypotheses were 
supported with correlations at or above the designated .05 
level of significance. In addition, five predicted 
relationships attained the designated level of significance, 
although the relationship was negative. The hypotheses which 
were supported are listed below, followed by the significant 
negative relationships. 
Attempt change 
Wife's perception af her influence with spouse 
1. The higher the wife's self-esteem, the greater the 
degree of effectiveness of influence attempts by wife in an 
attempt to change spouse (husband) (.24, p<.05). 
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Table 13. Pearson product-moment correlations of power resource and 
effectiveness of influence variables (n =58) 
Husband's Resources 
Variables 1 2 3 4 
Husband's Resources 
1. Self-esteem 1.0 
2. Love (giving) .61*** 1.0 
3, Love (receiving) .63*** .88*** 1.0 
4. Education (self)^ .17 .02 .01 1.0 
5. Education (spouse) -.17 -.02 -.12 .50*** 
6. Income (self) ^ -.06 -.20 -.16 .02 
7. Income (spouse) -.31** -.08 -.17 -.19 
Wife's Resources 
8. Self-esteem .15 .21 .26* —, 05 
9. Love (giving) .34** .35** .39*** -,10 
10. Love (receiving) .22* .29* .28* -,04 
11. Education (self) -.17 -,02 -.12 ,50*** 
12. Education (spquse) ,17 ,02 .01 1.0 
13. Income (self) -.31** -.08 -.17 -.19 
14. Income (spouse) — .06 -.20 -.16 . .02 
Effectiveness of Influence 
Attempt to Change 
15. Husband's perception of self .15 .06 .10 -.02 
16. Husband's perception of spouse .08 .06 .08 -.13 
17. Wife's perception of self .01 .08 -.02 -,03 
18. Wife's perception of spouse ,08 .08 .09 -,05 
Attempt to Reinforce 
19. Husband's perception of self ,06 .28* .26* ,05 
20. Husband's perception of spouse ,11 .15 .09 -,11 
21, Wife's perception of self .15 .19 .21* ,02 
22, Wife's perception of spouse .08 .06 .11 -,15 
^Husband's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Wife's education used as resource variable for both spouses. 
^Husband's income used as resource variable for both spouses, 
•^Wife's income used as resource variable for both spouses. 
*Significant at .05 level. 
**Significant at .01 level. 
***Significant at ,001 level. 
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Husband's Resources Wife's Resources 
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1.0 * • 
.05 • 1.0 
.42*** -.07 1.0 
-.13 -.11 -.08 1.0 
-.37** .01 -.22* .56*** 1.0 
-.24* — .06 -.14 .68*** .82*** 1.0 
1.0 .05 .42*** -.13 -.37** -.24* 1.0 
.50*** .02 -.19 -.05 -.10 -.04 .50*** 1.0 
.42*** -.07 1.0 — .08 -.22* -.14 .42*** -.19 1.0 
.05 1.0 -.07 -.11 .01 --.06 .05 .02 -.07 
-.34** -.02 -.29 .11 .24* .22* • -.34** -.02 -.29** 
-.33** -.00 -.32** -.03 .12 .13 -.33** -.13 -.32** 
.01 .02 .18 .24* .17 .24* , .01 -.03 .18 
-.21 .14 -.25* .03 .28* • .22* -.21 -.05 -.25* 
-.16 .01 -.28* .05 .11 .18 -.16 .05 -.28* 
-.18 -.17 -.09 -.01 .03 .10 -.18 -.11 -.09 
-.12 -.10 .01 .21 .32** .47*** -.12 .02 .01 
-.18 .28* -.09 .20 .41*** .37** -.18 -.15 -.09 

Effectiveness of Influence 
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1.0 
-.07 1.0 
-.29** -.02 1.0 
-.32** -.00 .57*** 1.0 
.18 .02 .26* .39*** 1.0 
-.25* .14 .36** .52*** .47*** 1.0 
-.28* .01 .46*** .54*** .19 .41*** 1.0 
-.09 -.17 .17 .51*** .29** .32** .46*** 1.0 
.01 -.10 .08 . .33** .54*** .30** .19 .37** 1.0 
-.09 .28* .11 .28* .33** .61*** .23* .28* .45*** 1.0 
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2. The greater the degree to which the wife's love 
needs are met by spouse (husband), the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by wife in an attempt to 
change spouse (husband) (.24, p<.05). 
Wife's perception af spouse's influence with 
3. The greater the degree to which the wife meets 
spouse's (husband's) love needs, the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by spouse (husband) in an 
attempt to change her (.28, p<.05). 
4. The greater the degree to which the wife's love 
needs are met by spouse (husband), the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by spouse (husband) in an 
attempt to change her (.22, p<.05). 
Attempt to. reinforre 
Husband's perception af hia infiuenre with spouse 
5. The greater the degree to which the husband meets 
spouse's (wife's) love needs, the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by husband in an attempt 
to reinforce spouse (wife) (.28, p<.05). 
6. The greater the degree to which the husband's love 
needs are met by spouse (wife), the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by husband in an attempt 
to reinforce spouse (wife) (.26, p<.05), 
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7. The higher spouse's (wife's) income, the greater the 
degree of effectiveness of influence attempts by husband in 
an attempt to reinforce spouse (wife) (.28, p<.05). 
Wife's perception af her influence with spouse 
8. The greater the degree to which the wife meets 
spouse's (husband's) love needs, the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by wife in an attempt to 
reinforce spouse (husband).(.32, p<.01). 
9. The greater the degree to which the wife's love 
needs are met by spouse (husband), the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by wife in an attempt to 
reinforce spouse (husband) (.47, p<.001). 
Wife's perception af spouse's influence with hsr 
10. The greater the degree to which the wife meets 
spouse's (husband's) love needs,the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by spouse (husband) in an 
attempt to reinforce her (.41, p<.001). 
11. The greater the degree to which the wife's love 
needs are met by spouse (husband), the greater the degree of 
effectiveness of influence attempts by spouse (husband) in an 
attempt to reinforce her (.37, p<.01). 
12. The higher the spouse's (husband's) income, the 
greater the degree of effectiveness of influence attempts by 
spouse (husband) in an attempt to reinforce her (.28, p<.05). 
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Following are the relationships that were supported with 
significant correlations at or above the .05 level of 
significance, although the relationships were in the opposite 
direction as predicted. 
Attempt iLa ^ ^hangs, 
Husband's perception af his. influence with spouse 
1. There is a negative relationship between spouse's 
(wife's) education and the degree of effectiveness of 
influence attempts by husband in an attempt to change spouse 
(wife) (-.34, p<.01). 
2. There is a negative relationship between spouse's 
(wife's) income and the degree of effectiveness of influence 
attempts by husband in an attempt to change spouse (wife) 
(-.29, p<.05). 
Husband's perception af spouse's influence with him 
3. There is a negative relationship between spouse's 
(wife's) education and the degree of effectiveness of 
influence attempts by spouse (wife) in an attempt to change 
him (-.33, p<.01). 
4. There is a negative relationship between spouse's 
(wife's) income and the degree of effectiveness of influence 
attempts by spouse (wife) in an attempt to change him (-.32, 
p<.01). 
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Wife's perception af spouse's influence with hsr 
5. There is a negative relationship between wife's 
income and the degree of effectiveness of influence attempts 
by spouse (husband) in an attempt to change her (-.25, 
p<.05). 
Analysis af correlation results 
Attempt JLû change Four hypotheses out of a total of 
28 were supported at the .05 level of significance. All four 
were wife's reports; two were wife's perceptions of her 
influence with spouse and two were wife's perceptions of 
spouse's influence with her. Wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her own influence with spouse was positively 
related to her self-esteem and love (receiving). Wife's 
perception of the effectiveness of spouse's influence with 
her was.positively related to love (giving and receiving). 
All these significant relationships involved intangible 
resources. 
In addition to the hypotheses supported at or above the 
.05 level of significance, five predicted relationships were 
significant in the opposite direction as predicted. Four of 
these relationships involved husband's reports; two were 
husband's perceptions of the effectiveness of his influence 
attempts with spouse and two were husband?s perceptions of 
the effectiveness of spouse's influence attempts with him. 
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The fifth negative relationship involved wife's perception of 
the effectiveness of spouse's attempted influence with her. 
These negative relationships included only two resource 
variables. Husband's perception of the effectiveness of his 
influence with spouse and spouse's influence with him were 
negatively related to wife's education (p<.01) and income 
(p<.01 for his perception of spouse's influence). Wife's 
perception of spouse's effectiveness was negatively related 
to wife's income. All these negative relationships involved 
tangible resources. In addition, all resources were based on 
the wife's contributions to the marital relationship. 
Attempt tfi reinforce Eight hypotheses were 
supported out of a total of 28 hypotheses. Three of these 
hypotheses involved husband's perceptions of the 
effectiveness of his influence attempts to reinforce spouse. 
Two of the hypotheses involved wife's perceptions of her 
effectiveness with spouse and the remaining three involved 
wife's perceptions of spouse's effectiveness with her. 
These relationships included a number of resource 
variables. Husband's perception of his effectiveness with 
spouse was positively related to love (giving and receiving) 
and wife's income. Wife's perception of her effectiveness 
with spouse was positively related to love (giving) (p<.01) 
and love (receiving) (p<.001). Wife's perception of spouse's 
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effectiveness with her was positively related to love 
(giving) (.001), love (receiving) (01), and husband's income. 
Both love resources were significantly related to all three 
dependent variables. In addition, husband's and wife's 
income were each significant to one of the dependent 
variables. This suggests that intangible resources, love in 
particular, were more significant in explaining the 
effectiveness of influence of both spouses when there is 
agreement. 
Summary correlation analysis 
Approximately 20 percent of the hypotheses in the test 
of power outcomes were supported (12 out of 56). Four of 
these hypotheses were in the context of change, and eight 
were in the context of reinforcement. All four hypotheses 
that were supported in the context of change involved 
intangible resources of the wife [self-esteem and love 
(giving and receiving)]. In the context of reinforcement, 
six of the supported hypotheses involved intangible resources 
of both spouses [love (giving and receiving)], and two of the 
supported hypotheses involved tangible resources belonging to 
both spouses (income). 
In addition, there were five significant correlations in 
the context of change which were in the opposite direction 
than predicted (negative relationships that had been 
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predicted positive). All five negative correlations included 
wife's education and income. (See Figure 19 for a 
presentation of the significant relationships.) 
Findings for the degree of effectiveness of influence in 
both contexts (attempt to change and attempt to reinforce) 
generally supported the significant relationships between 
love (giving and receiving) and husbands' and wives's 
perceptions of the effectiveness of their own and spouse's 
attempts to influence partners. Although only the 
relationships between the two love resources and wife's 
perceptions of herself and spouse were significant in the 
context of disagreement (attempt to change), the 
relationships between both love resources and the husband's 
perception of his influence with his spouse were significant 
in the context of agreement (attempt to reinforce). 
In addition to the overall significance of intangible 
resources (both love variables)/ two tangible resources were 
also significant in the context of reinforcement, husband's 
and wife's income. Interestingly, in addition to the 
significant relationships with the two love variables, 
husband's perception of his influence effectiveness with 
spouse when there was agreement was positively related to 
wife's income, and wife's perception of spouse's influence 
16 9 
EFFECTIVENESS OF INFLUENCE 
Context of Disagreement 
Wife I s education) > Husband (self)* 
Wife's income J ^ 
Wife's education) 
Wife's income 1 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (receiving)r 
Love (giving) ) 
Love (receiving)) 
Wife's income 
context of Agreement 
Husband (spouse) 
Wife (self)* 
3$ 
wife (spouse) 
Love (giving) 
Love (receiving) 
Wife's income 
^ Husband (self)* 
Love (giving) ) . ^ , c 
Love (receiving)) > Wife (self) 
Love (giving) ) ^ 
Love (receiving)) ^ Wife (spouse) 
Husband's income) 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
°Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 19. Visual representation of the significant findings as a 
result of zero-order correlation analysis in the test of 
power outcomes 
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effectiveness with her when there was agreement was 
positively related to husband's income. 
Although the majority of the relationships were 
significant at the .05 level of significance, several 
relationships between wife's perceptions of self and spouse 
and the love resources in the context of reinforcement showed 
greater levels of significance. The significance level for 
the relationships between wife's perception of her 
effectiveness with spouse when there was agreement and love 
(giving and receiving) were p<.01 and p<.001, respectively. 
The level of significance for the relationship between wife's 
perception of spouse's effectiveness with her when there was 
agreement and love (giving) was p<.001. 
The findings that showed negative correlations, although 
the relationships had been predicted as positive, were at 
least as important as those findings which supported the 
hypotheses as predicted. All five of these negative 
relationships dealt with the context of change when there was 
disagreement. All of the relationships involved tangible 
resources, as well as resources basically derived from the 
wife (wife's contributions to the relationship), wife's 
education and income. Although both education and income 
were significantly related to the husband's perception of 
himself and spouse, only income was significantly related to 
17] 
wife's perception of spouse. The negative findings with 
respect to both tangible resources (derived from the wife's 
contribution to the marriage) were mainly related to the 
husband's effectiveness (as perceived by himself) or his 
perception of spouse's effectiveness with him, with regard to 
change. Although both education and income were significant 
relative to the husband's perceptions, only income was 
significant to the wife's perception of spouse. 
In the context of change, both love resources 
(intangible resources) showed positive relationships and 
wife's income and education (tangible resources) showed 
negative relationships. This suggests that love (giving and 
receiving) were more positively related to wife's perceptions 
of the effectiveness of influence attempts by self and 
spouse, and that wife's education and income were more 
negatively related to husband's perceptions of the 
effectiveness of himself and spouse. (Only one negative 
relationship was significant for wife's perception, the 
relationship between her income and her perception of 
spouse's effectiveness in influencing her.) 
Overall this suggests that at the level of zero-order 
correlation, the love resources were more significant than 
the other resources in relation to power outcomes, as 
indicated by the degree of effectiveness of influence 
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attempts when the attempt was either to change or to 
reinforce. The love resources (both giving and receiving) 
were significantly related to the wife's perception of power 
outcomes, as indicated by the degree of effectiveness of both 
spouses' influence attempts when the attempt was either to 
change or to reinforce. The love resources were 
significantly related to husband's perception of power 
outcomes, as indicated by the degree of effectiveness of his 
influence attempts, when the attempt was to reinforce. 
More significant relationships between the power outcome 
variables and the intangible resources were found across 
contexts (when the attempt was either to change or to 
reinforce); however, this did not hold for the context of 
disagreement alone. Alhtough the love resources were 
significantly related to the wife's perceptions of the 
effectiveness of herself and spouse, education and income 
were negatively related to the husband's perceptions of the 
effectiveness of himself and spouse. In addition, both love 
variables were positively related to wife's perception of 
spouse's influence, but her income was negatively related to 
the same dependent variable. 
Multiple Regression 
Multiple regression analyses were used to test the 
effect of the resource variables on the effectiveness of 
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influence in two contexts, when there was disagreement and 
the attempt was to change and when there was agreement and 
the attempt was to reinforce. As was done in the test of 
style of influence, effectiveness of influence was viewed in 
terms of husband's and wife's perceptions of their own and 
spouse's influence attempts. 
Based on resource theory, this test assumed that both 
tangible and intangible resources have a positive effect on 
the degree of effectiveness of influence. The seven 
resources were entered into the equation one at a time in the 
same order as in the test of style of influence. (See 
Chapter VI for an explanation of the ordering of the 
variables in the equation.) The findings of the significant 
regression equations are presented in Table 14. 
Attempt ta change 
Out of four regression equations that tested the 
effectiveness of influence attempts when there was 
disagreement, none of the full equations was significant. 
However, several resource variables were significant in 
various partial equations. 
Although the full or partial tests of husband's 
perception of the effectiveness of his influence attempts to 
change spouse did not attain significance, one of the 
resource variables reached the accepted level of significance 
1 7 4  
Table 14. Multiple regression findings of effectiveness of influence 
Dependent 
Variables F-Value 
Independent 
Variables Beta 
CONTEXT OF CHANGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self ^5,52 ~ 1-75, 
^6,51 = 1-43, 
^7,50 = 1-27, 
p<.14 
p<.22 
p<.28 
.14 
.14 
.15 
Wife's education 
Wife's education 
Wife's education 
-.42, 
-.42, 
-.35, 
p<.01 
p<.01 
p<.08 
Husband's perception of spouse ^5,52 = 1.36, 
^6,51 = 1.12, 
p<.25 
p<.36 
.12 
.12 
Wife's education 
Wife's education 
-.37, 
-.37, 
p<.03 
p<.03 
Wife's perception of self ^1,56 = 3.38, P<.07 .06 Self-esteem .24, p<.07 
Wife's perception of spouse ^2,55 ~ 2.95, p<.06 .10 Love (giving) .37, p<.02 
CONTEXT OF REINF0RCEÎ4ENT 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
Wife's perception of self F2^55 = 3.10, p<.05 
F3'54 = 6.35, PC.001 
Fy gQ — 2.77, p<.02 
.10 Love (giving) 
.26 Love (receiving) 
.28 Love (receiving) 
.29, p<.06 
.79, p<.001 
.77, p«002 
wife's perception of spouse ^2,55 ~ 5.52, p<.007 .17 Love (giving) .43, p<.006 
54 = 3.84, p<.01 .18 (none) 
^5,52 = 2.45, p<.05 .19 (none) 
^7,50 - 2.65, p<.02 .27 Husband's income .28, p<.03 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self Fg 52 — 2.24, pf.06 .18 Self-esteem -.34, p<.06 
Wife's education -.33, p<.04 
^6,51 = 1.94, P<.09 .19 Self-esteem -.35, p<.06 
Wife's education -.33, p<.04 
^7,50 ~ 2.04, p<.07 .22 Self-esteem -.38, p<.04 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
(None) 
M 
en 
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in a partial test. With the three intangible resources and 
two education resources regressed on the dependent variable, 
wife's education was significant (Beta = -.42) in explaining 
approximately 14 percent of the variance. (Although this 
negative relationship showed in the zero-order correlational 
analysi s, it was not predicted.) When husband's income was 
added to the equation, wife's education retained 
significance, but the explained variance did not increase. 
However, with the addition of wife's income into the 
equation, none of the variables was significant, and the 
explained variance increased by less than 1 percent. 
Although the full or partial tests of husband's 
perception of the effectiveness of spouse's influence 
attempts to change him were not significant, a tangible 
resource was significant in a partial equation. As in the 
previous test of husband's perception of his influence with 
spouse, with the three intangible resources and the two 
education resources regressed on the dependent variable, 
wife's education was significant (Beta = -.37). (This 
negative relationship was not predicted; however, the 
relationship existed at the zero-order level or correlational 
analysis.) Although the F-value was not significant, this 
equation explained approximately 12 percent of the variance. 
With husband's income added to the regression equation, 
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wife's education retained significance, but the explained 
variance increased less than 1 percent. With wife's income 
added, none of the resource variables was significant, and 
the explained variance increased to approximately 16 percent. 
Although the test of wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her attempts to change spouse was not 
significant, one of the partial tests and one of the resource 
variables approached significance in a partial equation. 
When wife's self-esteem was entered into the regression 
equation alone, the F-value approached the level of 
significance (Fi^gg = 3.38, p<.07). Wife's self-esteem also 
approached significance (Beta = .24, p<.07) and explained 
approximately 6 percent of the variance. However, with the 
subsequent addition of the remaining variables into the 
equation, the F-value was not significant and none of the 
resources was significant. 
The test of wife's perception of spouse's effectiveness 
of attempts to change her did not attain the designated level 
of significance; however, the F-value approached the level of 
significance in a partial test. With only wife's self-esteem 
and love (giving) regressed on the dependent variable, the F-
value approached significance (F2,55 = 2.95, p<.06). In 
addition, love (giving) was significant (Beta = .37) in 
explaining approximately 10 percent of the variance. 
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However, with the subsequent addition of the remaining 
variables into the equation, the F-value was not significant 
and none of the resource variables attained significance. 
The full model explained only approximately 16 percent of the 
variance. 
Attempt ia reinforce 
Out of the four regression equations, two full equations 
were significant. Both involved the wife's reports, either 
of her own effectiveness with spouse or spouse's 
effectiveness with her. In addition, several partial 
equations attained significance and several resource 
variables were significant. 
When the seven resources were regressed on the wife's 
perception of the effectiveness of her influence with spouse 
in an attempt to reinforce him, the F-value was significant 
(^7,50 = 2.77, p<.02). Approximately 28 percent of the 
variance was explained by this full equation. Love 
(receiving) was significant (Beta = .77). One of the partial 
equations should be noted. With self-esteem and the two love 
variables entered into the equation (Fg^g* = 6.35, p<.001), 
love (receiving) was significant (Beta = .79) in explaining 
approximately 26 percent of the variance. Thus, with the 
subsequent addition of the remaining variables, the explained 
variance increased by less than 2 percent. 
179 
In the full test of the wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of spouse's influence with her when there was 
agreement, the F-value was significant = 2.65, p<.02) 
and approximately 27 percent of the variance was explained. 
Husband's income was significant (Beta = .28). In addition, 
findings from several partial equations should be noted. 
When wife's self-esteem and love (giving) were regressed on 
the dependent variable (E^^gg = 5.52, p<.007), love (giving) 
was significant (Beta = .43). Approximately 17 percent of 
the variance was explained by these two variables. However, 
with the addition of love (receiving), the F-value remained 
significant, but no resource variables were significant and 
the explained variance increased by approximately 1 percent. 
With the addition of the two education variables and wife's 
income, the F-value was not significant and the explained 
variance increased by less than 2 percent, to approximately 
19 percent. With the addition of husband's income into the 
equation, the explained variance increased by approximately 7 
percent. 
In addition to the tests that attained the .05 level of 
significance, one test approached the level of significance. 
With the seven resources regressed on husband's perception of 
the effectiveness of his attempts to reinforce spouse, the 
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P-value approached significance (F^^go = 2.04, p<.07). 
Approximately 22 percent of the variance was explained by 
this full model. Husband's self-esteem showed a significant 
negative relationship, which was not predicted (Beta = -.38). 
Because this relationship was positive at the 0-order level 
of correlation analysis, there is a possibility of 
multicollinearity. 
Findings of a partial equation should also be noted. 
With all variables except the two income variables entered 
into the equation, the F-value approached significance (F5^52 
= 2.24, p<.06). Wife's education showed a significant 
negative relationship, which was not predicted (Beta = -.33), 
and husband's self-esteem approached significance (Beta = -
.34). (Note that the relationship between wife's education 
and the dependent variable was negative at the 0-order level 
of correlation.) Approximately 18 percent of the variance 
was explained by this model. However, with the subsequent 
addition of the remaining variables, only self-esteem was 
significant. 
Summary af. multiple regression analysis 
Only two of of eight regression equations that tested 
the effectiveness of influence attempts in both contexts 
(disagreement and agreement) were significant. (See Figure 
20 for a presentation of the significant findings.) Both 
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EFFECTIVENESS OF INFLUENCE 
Context of Disagreement 
r2 
Self-esteem ^ Wife (self)^ .06 
(p<.07) (partial F, p<.07) 
Love (giving) ^ Wife (spouse)^ .10 
(partial F, p<.06) 
Wife's education ^ Husband (self)^ .14 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Wife's education ^ Husband (spouse)*^ .12 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Context of Agreement 
Self-esteem ^ Husband (self)° .22 
(F, p<07) 
Love (receiving) ^ Wife (self)^ .28 
Husband's income ^ Wife (spouse)^ .27 
®VJife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
^wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
•^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
^Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
Figure 20. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power outcomes 
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dealt with the context of agreement where the intent was to 
reinforce spouse. The two significant models tested the 
effects of resources on wife's perception of her own and 
spouse's effectiveness in attempting to influence partner 
when there was agreement. Findings suggested that love 
(receiving) had a positive effect on wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her own attempts to reinforce spouse. 
Husband's income had a positive effect on wife's perception 
of spouse's effectiveness in attempts to reinforce her. In a 
model that approached significance, husband's self-esteem had 
a negative effect on his perception of the effectiveness of 
his attempts to reinforce spouse. 
The test models were fairly efficient in explaining the 
effectiveness of influence when there was agreement. 
Although they were not efficient in explaining the 
effectiveness of attempts to influence spouse when there was 
disagreement, several partial tests, including resource 
variables, were significant. However, the variance explained 
by these partial tests was relatively small. 
Only two of the models testing the power variables in 
the context of agreement were significant, explaining 
approximately one-fourth of the variance in the dependent 
variables. Few resource variables were significant in their 
effect on the power outcome variables. 
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Multiple Regression with Family Life Stage Controlled 
As was done in the test of power processes, power 
outcomes were further tested using a control based on family 
life cycle stage. (See Chapter VI for a description and an 
explanation of this procedure.) Significant findings of the 
multiple regression equations are listed in Table 15. 
Attempt ia 
Earlier stage (stage four) One of the four 
regression equations attained the designated level of 
significance. The one full equation which reached the 
accepted level of significance was the test of wife's 
perception of the effectiveness of spouse's influence when 
there was disagreement (F7^22 = 2.41, p<.05). Approximately 
43 percent of the variance was explained by this full model, 
but no individual variables were significant. One of the 
resource variables was significant in several partial 
equations. With only self-esteem and love (giving) regressed 
on the dependent variable, love (giving) was significant 
(Beta = .60) in explaining approximately 34 percent of the 
variance {^2,21 ~ 6.85, p<.004). Love (giving) remained 
significant with love (receiving) added to the equation, but 
failed to attain significance with the subsequent addition of 
the remaining variables. 
IRA 
Table 15. Multiple regression findings of effectiveness of influence with family life stage 
controlled 
Dependent 
Variables 
F-Value Independent 
Variables Beta 
CONTEXT OF CHANGE 
EARLIER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significaince 
Wife's perception of spouse ^2,27 ~ 6.85, p<.004 
^3,26 ~ 4.42, p<.01 
^4,25 = 3.98, p<.01 
^7,22 ~ 2.41, p^.05 
.34 Love (giving) 
.34 Love (giving) 
.39 Love (giving) 
.43 (none) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
(None) 
LATTER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
(None) 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Husband's perception of self ^5,22 ~ 1.07, p<.40 
= 6,21 = 1.05, p<.42 
.20 Wife's education 
.23 Wife's education 
.60, p<.002 
.57, p<.02 
.44, p<.09 
.45, p<.06 
.50, p<.04 
wife's perception of self 
Husband's perception of spouse 
= 1.31, p<.30 .27 Wife's income .49, p<.05 
= 1.08, p<.41 .27 Wife's income .49, p<-05 
= .93, p<.49 .21 Wife's education -.47, p<.06 
CONTEXT OF REINFORCEMENT 
EARLIER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
Husband's perception of spouse 
Wife's perception of spouse 
^2,27 — 7.83/ p^.002 
^1,22 ~ 2.68, p<.04 
F2 27 ~ 7 « 79, p^.002 
^3^26 = 5.32, p<.005 
F7,22 = 3.26, p<.02 
.37 Love (giving) 
.46 Love (giving) 
.37 Love (giving) 
.38 Love (giving) 
.51 Husband's income 
Partial 
Wife's perception of self 
Husband's perception of self 
Wife's perception of self 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
Fg 26 ~ 2.31, p<.10 .21 Love (receiving) 
F7'22 = 1.13, p<.38 .26 Love (receiving) 
^7,22 ~ 1.28, p<.30 .29 Self-esteem 
LATTER STAGE 
Full Tests Attaining Significance 
F1,26 = 8.99, p<.01 
Fg 25 = 7.52, p<.003 
F3I24 = 6.11, p<.003 
7^,20 ~ 2.77, p<.03 
.26 Self-esteem 
.38 Love (giving) 
.43 (none) 
.49 (none) 
Husband's perception of self 
Full Tests Approaching Significance 
(None) 
Partial Tests Attaining or Approaching Significance 
F5,22 = 1.20, p<.34 .21 Love (giving) 
.66, p<.001 
1.06, p<.002 
.56, PC003 
.45, p<.06 
.34, p<.04 
.81, p<.02 
.82, p<.02 
.59, p<.06 
.51, PC01 
.47, p<.04 
1.08, p<.05 
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Latter stage (stage five) Although none of the F-
values attained significance in the partial or full tests of 
husband's perception of the effectiveness of his influence 
when there was disagreement, several resource variables 
attained significance in a partial equations. When all of 
the resources except wife's income were regressed on the 
dependent variable, wife's education was significant (Beta = 
-.50) in explaining approximately 23 percent of the variance. 
(The negative relationship was not predicted; however, this 
relationship was negative at the zero-order level of 
correlation analysis.) 
Although none of the full or partial tests of wife's 
perception of her influence effectiveness when there was 
disagreement were significant, one of the resource variables 
was significant. With all resources except husband's income 
entered into the equation, wife's income was significant 
(Beta = .49) in explaining approximately 27 percent of the 
variance. With the addition of husband's income into the 
equation, the explained variance remained the same and wife's 
income retained significance. 
Another test that did not attain significance during 
partial or full tests, but which did yield a near-significant 
relationship between one of the resource variables and the 
dependent variable was the test of husband's perception of 
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spouse's effectiveness when there was disagreement. With all 
of the resources but wife's income regressed on the dependent 
variable, wife's education approached significance (Beta = -
.47, p<.06). (Although this relationship was not predicted 
as negative, it was negative at the zero-order level of 
correlation analysis.) Approximately 21 percent of the 
variance was explained by this equation. Nothing was 
significant in the full equation. 
Summary and comparison af conditions Overall, these 
tests were not efficient in explaining effectiveness of 
influence in the context of disagreement with family life 
stage controlled. (See Figure 21 for a presentation of the 
significant findings.) The only full equation in either 
stage that attained the designated level of significance was 
the test in the earlier stage of wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of husband's influence attempts when there was 
disagreement. Only one intangible resource was significant 
in that test, love (giving). Approximately 43 percent of the 
variance was explained by the full test model. This suggests 
that the more wife fulfilled spouse's love needs, the more 
effective his attempts to influence her when there was 
disagreement (based on wife's perception). 
Although in the second stage none of the F-values in the 
full or partial equations was significant, two tangible 
ins 
EARLIER STAGE 
r2 
Love (giving) ^ Wife (spouse)^ .39 
(partial) 
LATTER STAGE 
Wife's income 1^ Wife (self.27 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Wife's education I ^ Husband (self)° .23 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Wife's education 1 ^ Husband (spouse)*^ .21 
(partial F, N.S.) 
N.S. = Not significant. 
Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
Figure 21. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power outcomes 
with family life stage controlled - effectiveness of influence 
in the context of disagreement 
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resource variables were significant in partial equations of 
tests of various dependent variables. Wife's income showed a 
positive relationship, and wife's education showed a negative 
relationship, which was not predicted. 
In a partial test of husband's perception of the 
effectiveness of his own attempts to change spouse, wife's 
education was significant in explaining approximately 23 
percent of the variance. Wife's education also had a 
significant negative effect on husband's perception of the 
effectiveness of spouse's influence attempts to change him. 
Approximately 21 percent of the variance was explained. 
These findings suggest that the lower the wife's education, 
the more effective husband's influence attempts to change her 
and the more effective her attempts to change him (both based 
on husband's perception). 
A partial test of wife's income on her perception of the 
effectiveness of influence attempts to change spouse showed a 
significant positive effect. Approximately 27 percent of the 
variance was explained. This suggests that the higher the 
wife's income, the more effective her attempts to influence 
spouse when there was disagreement (based on wife's 
perception). 
Controlling the effectiveness of influence attempts to 
change spouse based on family life cycle stage yielded 
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significant, as well as interesting, findings. Although 
there were no significant test models when life stage was not 
controlled, one test model was significant in the earlier 
stage. The seven power resource variables explained 
approximately 43 percent of the wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of spouse's influence attempts when there was 
disagreement. Although love (giving) was not significant in 
the full test, it was significant in explaining approximately 
34 percent of the variance in a partial equation with only 
one additional variable (Beta = .60). Without the family 
life stage control, love (giving) was significant in a 
partial equation that explained only approximately 10 percent 
of the same dependent variable. This significant 
relationship supported the previous finding at the zero-order 
level of correlational analysis. 
In addition, controlling for life stage also yielded 
results in the second stage that were either not significant 
or less significant without the life stage control. Without 
the control, wife's education was significant in partial 
tests explaining approximately 14 percent of the variance in 
husband's perception of his effectiveness when there was 
disagreement and approximately 12 percent of the variance in 
his perception of the effectiveness of spouse's attempts to 
change him. With life cycle controlled, wife's education was 
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significant in partial tests explaining approximately 23 
percent of husband's perception of his effectiveness and 
approximately 21 percent of his perception of spouse's 
effectiveness. Both showed negative relationships, which 
were not predicted, but agreed with previous findings at the 
zero-order level of correlational analysis. 
In addition, a significant finding in the second stage, 
which did not show up in the test without the life stage 
control, was the significant positive effect of wife's income 
on her perception of the effectiveness of her attempts to 
change spouse when there was disagreement. This partial test 
explained approximately 27 percent of the variance. 
Overall, more variance in the effectiveness of influence 
when there was disagreement was explained by the life stages. 
Resources were more important in explaining the effectiveness 
of influence in the latter stage than in the earlier stage. 
In addition, the one significant relationship in the earlier 
stage involved an intangible resource, whereas the three 
significant relationships in the latter stage were tangible 
resources. It also should be noted that all significant 
relationships involved variables that originated with the 
wife. 
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Attempt ta reinforce 
Earlier stage (stage four) Two of the four equations 
attained significance. In addition, resource variables 
attained significance in several partial equations of various 
tests. 
One of the tests that reached significance was the test 
of husband's perception of the effectiveness of spouse's 
influence attempts when there was agreement i'^n,22 - 2.68, 
p<.04). Approximately 46 percent of the variance was 
explained. Love (giving) was significant (Beta = 1.06). 
Note that in the partial equation when only love (giving) and 
one additional variable (self-esteem) were regressed on the 
dependent variable (^2,21 ~ 7.83, p<.002), approximately 37 
percent of the variance was explained by these two resources. 
The second test that attained significance was the test 
of wife's perception of the effectiveness of spouse's 
influence when there was agreement {'^1,22 ~ 3.26, p<.02) . 
Approximately 51 percent of the variance was explained. 
Husband's income was significant (Beta = .34). It should be 
noted that in the partial equation with only love (giving) 
and one additional variable (self-esteem) entered into the 
equation {^2,21 = 7.79, p<.002), approximately 37 percent of 
the variance was explained. Love (giving) was significant 
(Beta = .56). With the addition of subsequent variables into 
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the equation, none of the resources except husband's income 
was significant. 
Although the test of wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her influence when there was agreement was 
not significant, one of the resource variables attained 
significance in the full regression equation. Love 
(receiving) was significant (Beta = .82) in explaining 
approximately 26 percent of the variance. Note that with 
only self-esteem and the two love variables entered into the 
equation, love (receiving) was significant (Beta = .81) and 
these three intangible resources, alone, explained 
aproximately 21 percent of the variance. 
Also, the test of husband's perception of the 
effectiveness of his influence attempts when there was 
agreement was not significant; however, one of the resource 
variables approached the level of significance in the full 
regression model. Husband's self-esteem approached 
significance (Beta = -.59, p<.06). (This negative 
relationship was not predicted.) This test model explained 
approximately 29 percent of the variance. 
Latter stage (stage five) Only one of the four 
regression equations was significant. However, several 
resource variables were significant in various partial tests. 
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The test that attained the designated level of 
significance was the test of wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her influence when there was agreement. 
With all of the resources regressed on the dependent variable 
(^7,20 - 2.77, p<.03), approximately 49 percent of the 
variance was explained. None of the resource variables was 
significant. However, several partial equations should be 
noted. When only wife's self-esteem was regressed on the 
dependent variable (Fi,26 ~ 8.99, p<.01), self-esteem was 
significant (Beta = .51) in explaining approximately 26 
percent of the variance. However, when love (giving) was 
added to the equation (F2.25 = 7.52, p<.003), the explained 
variance increased to approximately 38 percent. The only 
significant resource was love (giving) (Beta = 47). With the 
subsequent addition of the remaining variables, no resource 
variables were significant. 
Although the test of husband's perception of the 
effectiveness of his influence when there was agreement was 
not significant, one of the resource variables attained 
significance in one of the partial equations. With all of 
the resource variables except the two income variables 
regressed on the dependent variable, love (giving) was 
significant (Beta = 1.08) . Approximately 21 percent of the 
variance was explained by this partial test. However, with 
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the subsequent addition of the income variables, none of the 
resource variables was significant. 
Summary and comparison af conditions As was found 
relative to the context of disagreement, controlling for life 
cycle stage yielded significant results. (See Figure 22 for 
a presentation of the significant findings.) The 
relationships significant in tests without the control for 
life stage were also significant when life cycle was 
controlled. Husband's income, love (receiving), and 
husband's self-esteem explained at least as much, or more, of 
the variance in influence effectiveness in the first stage of 
the life cycle as in the tests without the life stage 
control. In addition, love (giving), not significant in the 
test without the life stage control, was significant for both 
spouses in the latter stage when life cyle was controlled. 
Without the control for life stage, husband's income was 
significant in explaining approximately 27 percent of the 
variance in wife's perception of the effectiveness of 
spouse's attempts to reinforce her. With life cycle 
controlled, the same resource variable was significant in 
explaining approximately 51 percent of the same dependent 
variable in the earlier life stage. This suggests that the 
higher the husband's income in the earlier stage, the more 
effective his influence attempts when there was agreement 
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EARLIER STAGE 
Self-esteem 1 ^ Husband (self.29 
(p<.06) (partial F, N.S.) 
+ 
Love (giving) —^ Husband (spouse)^ .46 
+ 
Love (receiving) —^ Wife (self)® .26 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Husband's income ^ Wife (spouse)*^ .51 
LATTER STAGE 
Love (giving) ^ Husband (self)® .21 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Love (giving) ^ Wife (self)® .38 
(partial) 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
^Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
°Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
^Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 22. Visual representation of the significant findings as a result 
of multiple regression analysis in the test of power outcomes 
with family life stage controlled - effectiveness of influence 
in the context of agreement 
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(based on wife's perception). No significant relationships 
between resources and wife's perception of spouse's 
effectiveness were found in the latter stage. 
Love (receiving) was significant in explaining 
approximately 26 percent of wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her influence attempts without the control 
for life stage; with life cycle controlled; the same variable 
also was significant in explaining approximately 26 percent 
of the variance in the same dependent variable in the earlier 
life stage. This suggests that the more the wife perceived 
that spouse fulfilled her love needs in the earlier stage, 
the more effective her influence attempts when there was 
agreement (based on wife's perception). In a partial test of 
wife's perception of her effectiveness in the latter stage, 
love (giving) was significant in explaining approximately 38 
percent of the variance. This suggests that the more wife 
perceived that she fulfilled spouse's love needs in the 
latter stage, the more effective her attempts to reinforce 
spouse (based on wife's perception). This further suggests 
that the wife's perception of the effectiveness of her 
attempts to reinforce spouse was positively affected in the 
earlier stage by the degree to which spouse fulfilled her 
love needs, and in the latter stage by the degree to which 
she fulfilled spouse's love needs. 
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Without the control for life stage, husband's self-
esteem showed a negative relationship with his perception of 
the effectiveness of his attempts to influence spouse and was 
significant in explaining approximately 22 percent of the 
variance. With life stage controlled, the same variable 
approached the level of significance (p<.06); approximately 
29 percent of the variance in husband's perception of his 
influence attempts was explained by this test model. This 
suggests that the higher the husband's self-esteem in the 
earlier stage, the less effective his influence attempts when 
there was agreement (based on husband's perception). In a 
partial test of this same dependent variable in the latter 
stage, love (giving) was significant in explaining 
approximately 21 percent of the variance. This suggests that 
the more the husband perceived that he fulfilled wife's love 
needs, the more effective his attempts to reinforce spouse 
(based on husband's perception). Although in the earlier 
stage the effectiveness of his attempts to reinforce spouse 
was negatively affected by his self-esteem, in the latter 
stage his effectiveness was positively affected by the degree 
to which he fulfilled wife's love needs. 
Although there were no significant findings in the test 
of husband's perception of the effectiveness of spouse's 
influence when family life stage was not controlled, love 
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(giving) was significant in explaining aproximately 46, 
percent of the variance in the first stage when life stage 
was controlled. There were no significant findings in the 
latter stage. This suggests that the more the husband 
perceived that he fulfilled wife's love needs in the earlier 
stage, the more effective he perceived wife's attempts to 
reinforce him. 
In the context of agreement, resources were more 
significant in the earlier stage than in the latter stage. 
In addition, all significant resource variables except one 
were intangible resources. In the first stage, three 
intangible resources were significant: husband's self-
esteem, husband's love (giving), and wife's love (receiving) 
one tangible resource was significant in the first stage, 
husband's income. In the second stage, two intangible 
resources were significant, husband's and wife's love 
(giving). This suggests that among all seven resources 
tested, love more often determined the effectiveness of 
influence attempts by both husband and wife when there was 
agreement. 
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Summary of Test of Power Outcomes 
(See Figure 23 for a presentation of the significant 
findings as a result of the three types of analyses of power 
outcomes.) At the level of zero-order correlational 
analysis, the predicted relationships between love (giving 
and receiving) and the influence effectiveness of both 
spouses in both contexts of agreement and disagreement were 
overall more significant than were the relationships with 
other resources. This was in agreement with previous 
findings regarding the importance of intangible resources, 
particularly love, in understanding power in marital 
relationships (Safilios-Rothschild, 1976; Foa & Foa, 1974). 
The love variables were important to the wife's perception of 
her own and her spouse's effectiveness when the attempt was 
to change spouse and important to both spouses' perceptions 
when the attempt was to reinforce. 
Based on findings of the correlational analysis, both 
husband's and wife's perceptions of the effectiveness of 
their own attempts to reinforce spouse were positively 
related to the amount of love each has given and received 
from spouse. Also, wife's perception of spouse's attempts to 
both change and reinforce her were positively related to her 
love for spouse and his love for her. One additional 
relationship involving a love resource was the positive 
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Zero-Order Correlation 
Context of Disagreement 
Wife's education) 
Wife's income )• 
Wife's education) 
Wife's income )' 
Self-esteem ) 
Love (receiving))" 
Love (giving) ) 
Love (receiving))" 
Wife's income ). 
Context of Agreement 
Love (giving) ) 
Love (receiving)). 
Wife's income ) 
Husband (self)' 
Husband (spouse)' 
Wife (self)' 
Wife (spouse)d 
Husband (self)& 
Love (giving) ) 
Love (receiving))" Wife (self)G 
Love (giving) ) 
Love (receiving)). 
Husband's income) 
Wife (spouse)' 
N.S. = Not significant. 
^Husband (self) = Husband's perception of self. 
^Husband (spouse) = Husband's perception of spouse. 
^Wife (self) = Wife's perception of self. 
^Wife (spouse) = Wife's perception of spouse. 
Figure 23. Visual representation of the significant findings as a 
result of the three types of analyses in the test of 
power outcomes 
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Multiple Regression 
r2 Earlier staç 
Wife's education , Husband (self)^ .14 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Wife's education., ^ Husband (spouse)^ .12 
(partial F, N.S.) 
SAlf-eeféem ' Wiffi .06 
(p<.07) (partial F, p<.07) 
XiOVf (giving) !Î!.. Wi.fp (RpoiiRp)*^ . 1 n TfOVP (giving) .. ^ 
(partial F, p<.06) (partial) " 
Rplf—PR-f-ppTn... ... ^ Husband (pplf)^ .22 p e l  - p — —  
(F, p<.07) (p<.06) (partial F,N.S. 
T^vp (giving) ^ 
Love (receiving) Î ^ Wife (self)^ .28 T^VP (receiving) )partial F,N.S7 
HiiRhanfl'c i nrmmn ^ ^ Wiffi fsponsfi^*^ .27 Hncbanfl'c; i nrnmp ^ 

I 
I 
' Multiple Regression with Family Life Stage Controlled 
Earlier stage R2 Latter Stage R2 
& 
1 
Wife's education _,Z ^ Husband (self)a .23 
(partial F, N.S.) 
À 
' %  . . .  '  
Wife's education ~ Husband (spouse)^ .21 
(partial F, N.S.) 
Wife's income , . ^ Wife (self)C .27 
(partial F, N.S.) 
% + . 
2 ^ Wife (spouse)" .39 
(partial) 
h ^ Husband (self)a .29 
(partial F,N.S.) 
Love (giving) t ^ Husband (self)® .21 
(partial F, N.S.) 
^ ^ (C-PNNSP^B 4FI 
i\ — ^ Wife (self)C .26 
[partial F,N.S.) 
Love (giving) Î ^ Wife (self)^ .38 
(partial) 
''' + J 
^> Wife (spouse)" .51 
•F 
g 
I 
I 
-i 
I 
I 
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relationship between wife's perception of the effectiveness 
of her attempts to change spouse and his love for her. 
In addition to the findings based on correlational 
analysis with regard to the love resources, three additional 
resources had significant relationships. There was a 
positive relationship between wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her attempts to influence spouse and her 
self-esteem in the context of disagreement. In the context 
of agreement, husband's perception of the effectiveness of 
his influence attempts was positively related to wife's 
income and wife's perception of the effectiveness of spouse's 
influence attempts was positively related to husband's 
income. 
As a result of the addition of the other resource 
variables in the multiple regression analysis, not all these 
relationships significant as a result of the correlational 
analysis remained significant. Without life stage 
controlled, four relationships were significant. Two 
relationships that remained significant included love 
resources, the relationship between wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of spouse's attempts to change her and her love 
for him and the relationship between wife's perception of her 
own effectiveness in reinforcing spouse and his love for her. 
The additional two relationships that remained significant 
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were the relationships between wife's self-esteem and the 
effectiveness of her change attempts and husband's income and 
the effectiveness of his reinforcement attempts (wife's 
perception). 
However, life stage was found to be important in 
understanding these significant relationships. With life 
stage controlled, a number of relationships between love and 
influence effectiveness were significant. Only one 
relationship was in the context of disagreement, the 
relationship between wife's perception of the effectiveness 
of spouse to change her and her love for him, which was 
significant in the earlier stage. In the context of 
reinforcement, however, several significant relationships 
were found in both stages. Husband's love for spouse 
positively affected his perception of the effectiveness of 
his attempt to reinforce spouse in the latter stage and his 
perception of the effectiveness of spouse's attempts to 
reinforce him in the earlier stage. Also, the effectiveness 
of wife's attempts to reinforce spouse was positively 
affected by her love for spouse in the earlier stage and by 
his love for her in the latter stage. 
In addition to the importance of life stage to the 
relationships involving the love variables, life stage was 
also important to the relationship involving husband's 
205 
income. Husband's income was significant in a test model 
explaining over half the variance in wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of spouse's reinforcement attempts in the 
earlier stage. 
In addition to support for hypothesized relationships, 
certain negative relationships were found to be significant 
at the zero-order level of correlational analysis that were 
not expected. All these negative relationships appeared only 
in the context of disagreement. Wife's education and income 
were found to be negatively related to husband's perception 
of the effectiveness of both his own and spouse's attempts to 
change partner. Also, a negative relationship was found 
between wife's income and her perception of the effectiveness 
of spouse's attempts to change her. These negative 
relationships were significant only in the latter life stage 
when family life stage was controlled. 
As with the positive relationships, not all these 
negative relationships between wife's education and income 
remained significant as a result of the multiple regression 
analysis. Without life stage controlled, two negative 
relationships were significant, the negative relationships 
between wife's education and husband's perception of both his 
own and spouse's effectiveness of change attempts. 
206 
Again, life stage was important to these negative 
relationships. The negative relationships between wife's 
education and her perception of the effectiveness of both her 
own and spouse's change attempts were significant only in the 
latter stage. Also, the negative relationship between 
husband's perception of the effectiveness of his 
reinforcement attempts and his self-esteem was significant 
only in the earlier stage. In addition, a negative 
relationship was found that was not significant in either the 
correlational or the multiple regression analysis, the 
negative relationship between wife's perception of the 
effectiveness of her attempts to change spouse and her 
income. 
As a result of the test models, both tangible and 
intangible resources were significant in explaining the 
effectiveness of influence of both spouses. In the context 
of disagreement, tangible resources (wife's education and 
income) were more effective (although a negative 
relationship). In the context of agreement, intangible 
resources [mainly love (giving), but also love (receiving) 
and husband's self-esteem] were more effective. 
Life stage proved effective in explaining the 
significant relationships between influence effectiveness and 
both the tangible and intangible resources in both contexts 
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of agreement and disagreement. Not only were significant 
relationships found in one stage or the other, but in most 
cases the explained variance increased. In addition to the 
separation between tangible and intangible resources by 
context of agreement or disagreement, there was also a 
separation by stage within the context of disagreement. In 
the latter stage, all significant relationships included 
tangible resources, whereas the one significant relationship 
in the earlier stage was an intangible resource. 
Yet another important difference was the negative 
relationships of the tangible resources. Even though all 
relationships with regard to influence effectiveness had been 
predicted as positive, only one relationship involving a 
tangible resouce was positive, the relationship between 
wife's perception of the effectiveness of spouse's 
reinforcement attempts and husband's income. 
Although the majority of tangible resources showed 
negative relationships, one of the intangible resources was 
negative, the relationship between husband's perception of 
the effectiveness of his reinforcement attempts and his self-
esteem. This suggests that the lower his self-esteem, the 
more effective his attempts to reinforce spouse. 
The test of resource theory yielded mixed results. 
According to resource theory, the more an individual has of a 
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particular resource, the more power that the person has 
(e.g., the more effective the influence attempts). Overall, 
few resources were significant in explaining the 
effectiveness of influence. Findings supported the 
importance of love (giving) and love (receiving) as important 
resources for both spouses in relation to the effectiveness 
of influence attempts, but mainly in the context of 
agreement. 
Self-esteem was not found to be an important resource 
for either spouse in either context. In fact, husband's 
self-esteem showed a negative relationship with his perceived 
reinforcement effectiveness in the earlier stage. This 
suggests that the lower his self-esteem, the more effective 
he perceives his reinforcement attempts. This could possibly 
be explained using structural-type theoretical concepts from 
the field of family therapy that would suggest the person 
with low self-esteem is less individuated (defining self 
based on reaction to others) and would, therefore, be more 
likely to attempt to control others. Furthermore, a person 
with low self-esteem would have limited ability to control or 
influence and would, therefore, attempt a milder form of 
control, such as reinforcement. That this relationship was 
found in the earlier stage could be explained by the 
assumption that parents in this stage were possibly more 
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intensely involved in the parenting of adolescents, and, 
particularly persons with low self-esteem were experiencing 
frustration and insecurity in the general area of control. 
Findings suggest that neither wife's education nor 
income were resources for either spouse. Both showed 
negative relationships in the context of disagreement in the 
latter stage. Wife's education was negatively related to 
husband's perception of the effectiveness of both his own and 
spouse's attempts to change spouse. This suggests that the 
lower the wife's education, the more effective were husband's 
attempts to change her and also her attempts to change him 
(based on husband's perceptions). The first relationship 
could be explained by resource theory in that the higher the 
wife's education, the greater that resource for her, and, 
likewise, the less likely her vulnerability to spouse's 
influence attempts, particularly in the area of change. 
Yet another possible explanation would be that wives 
with lower educations allow the husband to influence them. 
The second relationship suggests that the higher the wife's 
education, the less effective her influence attempts (based 
on husband's perception). Using a structural-type family 
therapy framework, it is possible that wives with higher 
education would have more clearly defined boundaries and 
would have less need to control, or attempt to change spouse. 
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Since changing spouse would not be important, less effort, or 
investment, would be made in attempts to change spouse. This 
explanation could be supported by the finding that this 
relationship exists in the latter stage when launching of 
children is likely nearer; separation issues are prominent 
and boundaries, in general, should be more clear. 
The negative relationship between wife's income and 
wife's perception of the effectiveness of her attempts to 
change spouse suggests that the higher the wife's income, the 
less effective her attempts to change spouse (based on wife's 
perception). This explanation could be similar to the 
explanation of the negative relationship between wife's 
income and husband's perception of the effectiveness of her 
attempts to change him, relying on the relationship between 
education and income. Based on a structural-type family 
therapy theory, individuals with higher income have a greater 
sense of control of their own lives, have more clearly 
defined boundaries, and have less need to control. 
Overall both the test of power processes and the test of 
power outcomes showed a number of significant findings. 
Significant relationships were found between the power 
resources and power process measures (styles of influence) 
and power outcome measures (effectiveness of influence). In 
addition, a fairly sizable amount of the variance in the 
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dependent variables in both tests was explained by a number 
of the resources. Recognizing the limitations imposed on the 
interpretation of the findings with family life stage 
controlled, stage was found to be important in both tests to 
the study of the three power domains. 
Although the individual findings were important, 
possibly of greater importance to this study were varied 
overall findings. These findings were as follows: the 
overall importance of resources to both verbal and behavioral 
styles of influence and effectiveness of influence; the 
positive effects of intangible resources [self-esteem and 
love (giving)] on the verbal style of influence and the 
effectiveness of influence; the negative effects of certain 
tangible resources (wife's education and income) on style of 
influence and effectiveness of influence (though unpredicted 
except for the behavioral style of influence); the importance 
of context (family life stage and the context of disagreement 
versus agreement); and the need for a more systemic or 
interactional theory in the study of marital power. 
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CHAPTER VIII. CONCLUSIONS 
Limitations 
With the overall design and purpose of the study in 
mind, yet recognizing the limitations of the study, 
conclusions and implications will proceed. Although some of 
the limitations were important to the design of the study, 
such as health, age, and parental status of the sample 
(healthy intact families in their middle years), others were 
due to the use of precollected data. These limitations 
include sample size (n = 58), age of the data (e.g., with 
respect to cohort changes, socioeconomic changes, etc.), 
geographic location of the sample (e.g., basically small 
Midwestern towns), and operationalization limitations. 
Recognizing the inherent problems in operationalizing a 
multidimensional concept such as power (McDonald, 1980; Olson 
& Cromwell, 1975; Scanzoni, 1979), specific operational 
limitations of this study include use of indicators that 
restricted the operational definitions to a portion of the 
overall conceptual definition. In addition, due to the 
limitations of the data relative to the number of years of 
parenting and ages of children, the family life cycle control 
was limited to an approximation of Carter and McGoldrick's 
(1980) fourth and fifth life stages. 
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Implications 
EiaM af, family research 
Power processes The domain of family processes has 
more often been studied in relation to outcomes using 
conflict theory and also in relation to satisfaction, or 
qualitative type variables, using exchange theory (Cromwell & 
Olson, 1975; McDonald, 1980). This study, on the other hand, 
looked at power processes in terms of the effect of resources 
by using a sex role developmental framework, such as that set 
out by Scanzoni and Szinovacz (1980). The number of 
significant findings, including significant relationships and 
significant test models, as well as the sizable portion of 
explained variance in the power process variables, suggest 
the importance of the relationship between power resources 
and power processes. Future studies of power should further 
test this relationship, not only with regard to marital 
power, but power in various familial relationships, as well 
as power in extra-familial relationships. 
In addition, this study included resource variables not 
formerly used or considered as power resources in empirical 
studies of power. The purpose of this study was to examine 
and test power as defined by the family research field, using 
similar conceptual and theoretical applications. Therefore, 
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some of the more frequently used tangible resource variables 
were included (e.g., education and income), as well as some 
less frequently used intangible resource variables [e.g., 
love (giving and receiving) and self-esteem]. Even though 
these intangible resources have been used less frequently, if 
at all, in empirical research studies, the literature 
supports their importance in understanding power (Foa, 1971; 
Foa & Foa, 1980; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976). 
In addition to including less frequently used variables, 
this study considered resources to be the property of the 
marital system, in addition to personal resources. This was 
done by using education and income as a resource for self and 
spouse. In addition, love was defined in terms of giving and 
receiving, which also introduced a relational aspect to each 
individual's pool of resources. The distinction between 
these two dimensions of love, giving and receiving, was 
supported by a previous study of love in relation to marital 
quality (Dunagan, 1984). 
In addition to support for the importance of 
interpersonal resource variables, or intangible resources, in 
the family research literature (Foa & Foa, 1980; Safilios-
Rothschild, 1976; Scanzoni & Szinovacz, 1980; Warner, Lee, & 
Lee, 1986), there is considerable support in the family 
therapy literature (Barnhill, 1979; Guerney, 1985; Rollins & 
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Bahr, 1976). Numerous significant findings in this study 
resulted from the inclusion of interpersonal-type resource 
variables. Of particular importance is the amount of 
significance found for both love variables. Based on this, 
it appears that future family research should include 
interactional-type resource variables in the study of power 
in family relationships. (Although multico11inearity was 
suggested as a result of several tests including the love 
varicibles, overall, the findings were consistent enough to 
support the importance of the love dimension.) 
This study looked at power resources in relation to 
power processes, both concepts having been defined by the 
family research field. The move from theory to empirical 
definition was based on this definition. However, the 
inclusion of interactional-type resource variables, which 
were considered to be the property of the marital system 
while at the same time resources of the individual, 
incorporated aspects of the family therapy field. 
This definition of resources as belonging to the marital 
system, yet uniquely and specifically benefiting each 
individual in that system, resembles a type of parallel 
process within the relationship (Ackerman, 1966). This 
refers to the interplay of diverse happenings or occurrences. 
Barnhill (1979) suggested that the basic union of individuals 
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in the marital relationship is characterized by a delicate 
interplay of parallel processes, such as emotional joining 
and separating, which hold the possibility of individuation 
and new growth separately and together. Based on the 
inclusion of a number of interactional-type resource 
variables in this study, it is possible that the findings 
represent a form of parallel process. While acknowledging 
the difficulty of measuring such phenomena, it is suggested 
that the research field should begin recognizing and 
addressing the possible impact of this or similar phenomena 
in terms of the interrelational aspects of power processes. 
In addition, the operationalization of power processes 
included viewing the concept in two contexts. Power 
processes was empirically defined as style of influence, with 
two styles identified, verbal and behavioral. In addition, 
each style was studied in two contexts; the context of 
disagreement (when the intent of the influence attempt was to 
change spouse) and the context of agreement (when the intent 
of the influence attempt was to reinforce). Findings showed 
a significant difference between these two styles of 
influence in each of the two contexts. This suggests the 
need for future studies to continuously explore new 
dimensions of the power concept, including the need for more 
studies focusing on the more covert or subtle aspects of 
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family or marital power rather than on the often studied 
overt aspects of change. 
Based on the necessity of similarities in this study, a 
theoretical framework accepted within the family research 
field was used. Since previous studies had not looked at 
power processes in relation to power resources, a theoretical 
model for this test had not been identified. Since this 
study took into account the stage of family life development 
(although in a limited way) in addition to including 
interactional-type variables, the developmental sex role 
model set out by Scanzoni and Szinovacz (1980) was thought to 
be the most appropriate. However, due to the numerous 
overlays and somewhat pioneer-type additions to this study, 
the varying findings were difficult to explain. This, 
however, may be less a problem of the theory used, but more 
likely a problem resulting from the large number of 
conceptual overlays and new additions, in addition to 
possible multicollinearity. 
Possibly the most significant implication with regard to 
this is the need for researchers to continue to view power in 
its multidimensionality, continuously assuming a different 
view and different perspective. Significant and unexpected 
findings resulted from this study which incorporated 
theoretical conceptualizations as well as interpretations 
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imbedded in family therapy literature. It is suggested, 
therefore, that researchers studying family power should 
begin incorporating relevant concepts and theories from the 
family therapy field, particularly with regard to 
interrelational and developmental aspects to broaden both 
their view and perspective. 
Power outcomes Although at the level of zero-order 
correlational analysis resources were significant in relation 
to the effectiveness of attempts to influence spouse in both 
contexts (agreement and disagreement), many of these 
relationships were not significant in the multiple regression 
analysis. In addition, those findings that were significant 
proved difficult to explain using resource theory, 
particularly the negative relationships. 
Findings showed important differences between the two 
contexts, disagreement (when the attempt is to change) and 
agreement (when the attempt is to reinforce). Indeed, more 
significant relationships were found in the tests of the 
context of reinforcement than in the tests of the context of 
change. However, previous studies of power have mainly 
looked at more overt changes in behavior rather than more 
subtle changes related to reinforcement. 
For purposes of this study, resource theory was 
inadequate in explaining findings in the context of 
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reinforcement. This is possibly because resource theory is 
to a degree based on a conflict model, which would be more 
applicable to a conflict or dispute type of situation. The 
theory, therefore, seems to have problems when applied to a 
situation of consensus, where the relevant factors include 
cooperation and reinforcement. An interactional-type of 
theoretical framework could prove more beneficial in studying 
more subtle changes such as reinforcement. 
The varied and unexpected findings in this study could 
result from the introduction of interactional-type variables 
into a test of resource theory, which normally included 
resources more strictly the respective property of one 
individual. Safilios-Rothschild (1976) introduced the 
concept of love as a tangible resource important to the 
understanding of marital power. Even though love could be 
considered an interactional-type variable which is the 
property of the marital relationship (as was done in this 
study), previous research studies have tended to define it in 
terms of theory as a resource belonging to an individual. It 
is suggested that future research would benefit by the 
inclusion of concepts and theories from a systemic-type 
framework similar to one of several used in the field of 
family therapy. 
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Based on the importance of the family life stage in 
relation to the findings, particularly considering the limits 
imposed on this measurement due to data available in this 
study, dimensions of family life stage or cycle should be 
considered in future studies of power, specifically marital 
power. Use of this dimension would introduce a developmental 
perspective into the theory of power. Future studies should 
view power taking into account all of Carter and McGoldrick's 
(1980) family stages. In addition, a longitudinal study of 
power, viewing couples or families across life stages would 
be beneficial. 
Future studies in the field of family research should 
begin incorporating an interactional-type theoretical 
framework. Possibly a framework that incorporates aspects of 
resource, interactional, developmental, and systemic-type 
theories would better explain power in relation to resources 
considered to be properties of the marital system. This 
would allow for the inclusion of more interactional-type 
variables in studying power in general, although more 
specifically in studying marital and family power. 
General 
It appears that both family researchers and family 
therapists could benefit from each other's endeavors. Based 
on this study both fields have made important gains in 
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understanding marital and family power and have relevant 
information and important insight. 
While each has specific understanding and knowledge, 
findings from this study suggest that each independently is 
lacking in certain areas. It, therefore, seems that both 
fields could complement the other. Integration of theories 
and concepts from each field would be valuable for both 
disciplines, as well as sharing and utilization of knowledge 
and wisdom. 
Clearly the two different approaches with their 
different views have a great deal to offer the field of 
family science and practice by maintaining and fostering 
their own perspectives, yet incorporating relevant aspects 
from each other. Based on the value of both approaches, it 
is suggested that these two closely related disciplines stand 
to gain if the fields were bridged by a shared general 
philosophy that recognizes both the value of sharing of 
information and of diversity of information. 
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APPENDIX 
Page 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for 
Self-Esteem Variables 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for 
Love (Giving and Receiving) Variables 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for 
Style of Influence Variables in the Context of 
Disagreement 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for 
Style of Influence Variables in the Context of 
Agreement 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for 
Effectiveness of Influence Variables in the Context 
of Disagreement 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for 
Effectiveness of Influence Variables in the Context 
of Agreement 
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Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales 
for Self-Esteem Variables 
Instructions : Between each pair of words place an "x" for 
your answer. For example: if you were rating the temperature 
between hot and cold, you might mark "x" as follows : 
Hot ; : : : ; :Cold 
(warm) 
Describe how you see yourself in the family. 
Happy: 
Unsociable : 
Good: 
Confident : 
Honest : 
Stupid: 
Friendly ; 
Powerful: 
Attractive : 
Undependable :. 
Clever:. 
_:Sad 
.: Sociable 
.:Bad 
:Unsure 
Dishonest 
Intelligent 
Unfriendly 
.: Powerless 
. : Unatt ract ive 
Dependable 
_:Foolish 
0 
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Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales 
for Love (Giving and Receiving) Variables 
Instructions; Please circle the number which corresponds to 
the degree to which you feel your spouse meets your needs and 
you meet your spouse's needs in the following areas: 
1 = Needs not met at all 
2 = Needs somewhat met 
3 = Undecided 
4 = Needs mostly met 
5 = Totally meets needs 
Meets You meet 
Your needs spouse's needs 
12 3 4 5 affection shown for you/spouse. 12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 love shown for you/spouse. 12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 making you/spouse feel needed. 12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 understanding for you/spouse. 12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 emotional support for you/spouse. 12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 making you/spouse feel special. 12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 sharing things with you/spouse 12 3 4 5 
that are important. 
12 3 4 5 doing things in your free time 12 3 4 5 
that you/spouse enjoy. 
12 3 4 5 having a satisfying sexual 12 3 4 5 
relationship. 
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Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for Style 
of Influence Variables in the Context of Disagreement 
Instructions; Please circle the percent which most clearly 
describes the amount of influence or behavior referred to in 
the question. 
How do you attempt to influence your spouse? 
When you disagree and you want to change him/her 
Q 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. By describing your feelings about the subject to him/her 
without asking that he/she agree. 
2. By reasoning with him/her, suggesting advantages of your 
view. 
3. By stating to him/her the advantages of agreeing with 
you. 
4. By becoming angry or joyful without discussing reasons or 
feelings as in 1, 2, 3 above. 
5. By giving him/her a "silent" response; being sad or happy 
without speaking. 
6. By giving a neutral response and withdrawing physically. 
How does your spouse attempt to influence you? 
When you disagree and he/she wants to change you 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. By describing his/her feelings about the subject to you 
without asking that you agree. 
2. By reasoning with you suggesting advantages to his/her 
view. 
3. By stating to you the advantages of agreeing with 
him/her. 
4. By becoming angry or joyful without discussing reasons or 
feelings as in 1, 2, 3 above. 
5. By giving you a "silent" response; being sad or happy 
without speaking. 
6. By giving a neutral response and withdrawing physically. 
238 
Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales for Style 
of Influence Variables in the Context of Agreement 
Instructions: Please circle the percent which most clearly 
describes amount of influence or behavior referred to in the 
question. 
How do you attempt to influence your spouse? 
When you both agree and you want to reinforce him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. By describing your feelings about the subject to him/her 
without asking that he/she agree. 
2. By reasoning with him/her, suggesting advantages of your 
view. 
3. By stating to him/her the advantages of agreeing with 
you. 
4. By becoming angry or joyful without discussing reasons or 
feelings as in 1, 2, 3 above. 
5. By giving him/her a "silent" response; being sad or happy 
without speaking. 
6. By giving a neutral response and withdrawing physically 
How does your spouse attempt to influence you? 
When you are basically in agreement and he/she 
wants to reinforce you 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. By describing his/her feelings about the subject to you 
without asking that you agree. 
2. By reasoning with you suggesting advantages to his/her 
view. 
3. By stating to you the advantages of agreeing with 
him/her. 
4. By becoming angry or joyful without discussing reasons or 
feelings as in 1, 2, 3 above. 
5. By giving you a "silent" response; being sad or happy 
without speaking. 
6. By giving a neutral response and withdrawing physically. 
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Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales 
for Effectiveness of Influence Variables 
in the Context of Disagreement 
Instructions : Please circle the percent which most clearly 
describes amount of influence or behavior referred to in the 
question. 
Rate the degree of effectiveness of your attempts to 
influence your spouse in each of the following situations: 
When you disagree and you want to change him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. When you attempt to influence his/her: behavior 
2. long-term goals 
3. daily decisions 
4. feelings, emotional states 
5. attitudes and opinions 
Rate the degree of effectiveness of your spouse's attempts to 
influence you for each of the following situations : 
When you disagree and he/she wants to change you 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. Your behavior 
2. Long-term goals 
3. Daily decisions 
4. Feelings/emotional state 
5. Attitudes and opinions 
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Instructions and Items Used to Comprise Scales 
for Effectiveness of Influence Variables 
in the Context of Agreement 
Please circle the percent which most clearly describes amount 
of influence or behavior referred to in the question. 
Rate the degree of effectiveness of your attempts to 
influence your spouse in each of the following situations: 
When you both agree and you want to reinforce him/her 
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1. When you attempt to influence his/her: behavior 
2. long-term goals 
3. daily decisions 
4. feelings, emotional states 
5. attitudes and opinions 
Rate the degree of effectiveness of your spouse's attempts to 
influence you for each of the following situations: 
When you agree and he/she wants to reinforce you 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1. Your behavior 
2. Long-term goals 
3. Daily decisions 
4. Feelings/emotional state 
5. Attitudes and opinions 
